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EXECUTIVE SUMMARY

This brief report focuses on some salient aspects of voluntary participation of
people in activities and programs relevant to emergency management. This report
represents an elatoration of Some Issues in Emergency Management: Public Views
1987.

The study involved a national phone sample of 1,595 respondents in the 48
contiguous states of the Union. The rather long survey instrument was divided into two
parts. Upon completion of the first part, respondents were given the options to continue
or not, or to make arrangements to be contacted at another time. Of the 1,595
respondents, 1,398 (87.6 percent) were willing to respond to more questions, and most
continued at the time of the interview. The difference in sample bases, then, of 1,595 and
1,388, is, as necessary, indicated throughout.

Three types of variables are explored in this stage of analysis. First, respondents
rate the idea, or "concept," of "self-help" at the local level of emergency management.
Second, respondents address their willingness to volunteer. And third, respondents
address their willingness to receive training tnat would sustain or enhance coping skills
and knowledge of emergency preparedness and management.

In regard to the self-help concept, findings show that respondents indicate a more
positive attitude toward self help activities the more favorably they evaluate both local and
Federal Gavernment efforts in emergency and disaster management. Respondents who
indicated previous volunteer experience show a slightly higher positive rating of the self
help concept than do respondents reporting no volunteer work in the preceding 12
months. In comparing expressed attitudes toward self help with responses on "willingness
to volunteer,” the survey shows no essential differences in attitudes toward self help
between those indicating a willingness to volunteer (rating self help with an index of 62.9,
with a possible maximum value of 100), and those unsure about their willingness to
volunteer (rating self help with an index of 59.0), and those indicating unwillingness to
volunteer (rating self help with an index of 58.3). This suggests that while the willingness
to volunteer produces slightly higher favorability ratings of self help, people consider the
self help concept important regardless of whether or not they consider themselves as
volunteers.

On wilingness to volunteer, the results show that some 75.7 percent of the
respondents expressed their willingness to engage in voluntary activities, and another 8.7
percent indicated that they are unsure. The survey also shows that chances are about
equal that both prior volunteers and non-volunteers would participate in emergency
management activities, including training. The resulting pool of possible volunteers would
be comprised of about one-third people who have previously been volunteers, those who
might concurrently participate in other types of volunteer activity, and two-thirds those who
have not been involved in voluntary work, at least not in the preceding 12 months. Among
prior volunteers, the more time per month they reported as having spent in voluntary
activity, during the preceding year, the more time they predict they would invest.




The prospects for mobilization of volunteers that the study indicates do not apply
to appeals other than direct and personal ones, that is, mass messages through radio,
television or newspapers.

There are several major conclusions drawn from the data on respondents’
expressed willingness to receive training. People with some prior disaster and emergency
related training are more likely to have served as volunteers than people without such
training. These previously trained respondents are also more inclined to become
volunteers for preparedness programs in their communities than are people without prior
training experiences.

Overall, there is high willingness to receive training. However, previously trained
people express a higher rate of willingness to update their skills, (more than 80 percent),
as compared to those respondents who have never received training (68 percent). Also,
people trained in the past ten years are substantially more likely to claim their intentions
to become retrained than are people whose training experience dates back beyond the
past decade; and this holds regardless of whether the previous training involved health-
related or war-related or other types of training involvements. These data suggest the
hypothesis that the more recent the training experience the higher the willingness to be
retrained.

This study makes a distinction between volunteer activity at the community level,
that is, institutionalized forms of emergency management, and self-help activity involving
the household, or at the private level. Related to levels of training, most respondents are
oriented to volunteer activities at the community level. A small grouping express a
willingness to train, and/or retrain, but do not express a willingness to volunteer for
community programs. Therefcre, these respondents are apparently oriented to the
household level, or private level of self-help.

Analysis of a variety of socio-cultural and demographic characteristics is performed
to reveal any bearing these may have on respondents’ attitudes and behavior regarding
volunteer activity. The principal finding is that there exists robust homogeneity in the
population. This indicates that despite slight variations, there is a national consensus on
expressed willingness to receive training, as well as to work in community programs, and
that self-help is a "very good" idea. This consensus also holds true for the finding that the
perceived effectiveness of community disaster and emergency programs is rated higher
than that of Federal programs.

All of the background traits, except one - labor union membership - show slight
variations in responses to the survey. For example, women slightly more than men are
inclined to volunteer and rate the seif-help concept slightly higher. The same holds true,
respectively for higher income versus lower income, young versus old, single and married
respondents versus divorced, separated and widowed respondents. Other demographics
examined are race, household size, education, and religion.

The data were also analyzed in terms of geographic areas: counties and
administrative regions. Numerical indices computed for these groupings indicate no
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significant variations with respect to favorability ratings of the items surveyed, for example,
ratings of Federal versus local emergency and disaster program effectiveness, and
willingness to participate. In both geographic categorizations Federal programs received
lower favorability ratings, with respect to effectiveness, than did local, community
programs. In addition, the following variations are noted.

Respondents of the "middle" categories of county size, those with 50,000 to
250,000, and 250,000 to one million populations, show slightly higher favorability ratings
for local programs than do the lower and higher population size categories. The two most
populous groups of counties gave somewhat higher ratings to Federal programs than did
the less populous counties. On the item "Volunteering Claims and Intentions," there are
somewhat more claims of volunteering in the twelve months prior to the survey in the
most and least populated counties, and the willingness to participate in training programs
is reported as slightly higher in the two categories of counties with the largest populations.
Yet the willingness to work as volunteers is somewhat higher in the least populous
counties.

The ten administrative regions of FEMA, when compared to county ratings, show
less variation in their favorability ratings of Federal programs when compared to their
assessments of local activities. National averages for the FEMA regions were computed
for this item, “views on community and Federal program effectiveness," as well as for the
following variables: "perceived effectiveness of seif-help," “previous year’s volunteering
reports,” and "training and volunteering willingness."

Region X, which includes data from Oregon, Washington, and Idaho, excluding
Alaska, shows the highest indices in rating the effectiveness of both community and
Federal programs. Region I, the New England states, shows the (relatively) lowest indices.
With respect to evaluation of the self-help concept, the "perceived effectiveness of self-
help" index shows, again, Region X with the highest rating; Regions VI and Il, Arkansas,
Louisiana, New Mexico, Oklahoma, Texas, and New York, New Jersey, Puerto Rico,
Virgin Islands, respectively, show the next highest indices; while Region Ili, Delaware,
District of Columbia, Maryland, Pennsylvania, Virginia, and West Virginia shows the lowest,
but still high, rating.

Region X and Region VIll, Colorado, Montana, North Dakota, South Dakota, Utah,
and Wyoming, report the highest percentages of voluntary activities in the twelve months
prior to the survey. Region 1V, the Southern states, shows a significantly lower rate of
voluntary activity in the preceding twelve months. With respect to willingness to train, and
willingness to volunteer, Region VIl reports nine out of ten respondents are willing to
participate in training programs, while only seven out of ten, the lowest percentage across
all regions, report a willingness to volunteer in emergency and disaster programs.

National averages were computed for all indices of the variables measured. The
indices for Region X, across all variables, exceeded the national averages. Those willing
to volunteer for local programs in Regions il and Vil are also above the national averages.
Region VI, lowa, Kansas, Missouri, Nebraska, and Region V, lllinois, Indiana, Michigan,




Ohio, Wisconsin, show less than the national average on the indices of perceived self-
help, willingness to train, and willingness to volunteer.

The invariably high ratings of the self-help concept found in this study suggest that
public policies encouraging volunteering stand a very good chance of success. A
minimum of governmental involvement is indicated to initiate and provide the impetus for
self-help programs at the local level, as well as to provide technical assistance and
continued guidance of such seif-help groups. This conclusion is based on the fact that
there is no evidence to suggest that self-help programs would be initiated spontaneously,
although, once begun, may well mushroom and persist in a spontaneous mode.

The study indicates that in contrast to a lack of volunteers, public policy would have
to be directed towards managing a possible abundance of volunteers. Also, an
abundance of those willing to receive training raises the issue of which training programs
would be best utilized: those that concentrate on acquisition of elementary emergency and
disaster skills, such as first aid, or those that enhance and upgrade skills already in place.
In addition, it is not clear from the data on those who have had prior training whether they
would be interested in skill enhancement, or learning some new, different skills.

In the design of training programs, this study indicates that public policy would
have to differentiate between "beginner” trainees and "advanced" trainees. Furthermore,
the success of training programs would be affected by the types of risks a community has
experienced in the past or might be exposed to in the future. While the Federal
government may apply standardization of relevant training materials, the training of
"trainers," or war preparedness programs, it is just as conceivable that local organizations,
such as the Red Cross, would be in a position to develop these programs.

In regard to utilizing the large pool of volunteers indicated by this study, there are
several factors that should be emphasized. First, the willingness to volunteer is based on
direct and personal contact with the public, in this case, telephone calls to each
respondent, as opposed to more impersonal recruitment methods, such as newspapers,
radio, or television. Second, it should be noted that it may be easier to recruit volunteers
than to keep them involved. Success of long term recruitment would depend on the
perceived worthwhileness of the activities involving volunteers. An inventory of relevant
volunteer activities seems to be called for, which, incidentally, would provide input for the
generation of training programs. This inventory would, above all, help to determine the
best use of volunteers and, in turn, to define more precisely, and at the appropriate
jurisdictional level, the actual pool of volunteers. Third, and finally, a generalized
willingness to volunteer does not mean actual volunteering when it comes to specific type
of activity. Apart from differentiated interests in specific volunteer activities, the scheduling
of these activities may reduce the pool of volunteers to those available on specified times
and days.
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I. INTRODUCTION

This brief report focuses on some salient aspects of voluntary participation of our people in
activities and programs relevant to emergency management. In an initial overview paper' some
of the general findings of the study were reported, based on "marginal" or, "aggregate," data of
the inquiry as a whole. Here, the report moves to the next (though not by any means final) level
of analytic refinement of the general findings.

The study involved a national (phone) sample of 1,595 respondents in the 48
contiguous states of the Union. The sample of phone numbers was provided to the
University Center for Social and Urban Research of the University of Pittsburgh by
Survey Sampling In¢. of Fairfield, Connecticut. It involves private phone numbers and
thus pertains to national households and due to the random process of digit
selection, unlisted phone numbers, like the listed ones, have a proportionate
probability of also being included in the sample.

In the actual conduct of the field work, the rather long instrument was divided into two
parts: all respondents were given the option, at the voluntary completion of responses
to the first part of the questionnaire, to express their willingness to pursue the interview,
to make arrangements with the interviewers to be called at some other time to answer
questions of the second part of the instrument, or, of course, to state their unwillingness
to respond to any further probes either at the time of the initial interview or later on.

Of the 1,595 respondents in the sample who completed the initial (and longer) first part
of the inquiry, 1,398 (87.6 percent) were willing to respond to the second part as well
and did so, and by far most of them right away. Thus for some questions the sample
base of 1,595 is appropriate, while for some other items, the base is 1,398. As
necessary, the difference will be indicated throughout.

Three types of variables are involved in this exploration: for one, an item which concerned the
respondent rating of the idea, or concept, of "self-help” at the local level when it comes to
emergency management issues; second, items which have to do with willingness to volunteer for
emergency management activities and programs; third, items which refer to the respondent’s
willingness to update or upgrade or, for that matter, receive training that would develop, sustain
or enhance the skills and knowledge relevant to emergency preparedness and coping. Some key
interactions among these types and clusters of variables are also considered in this report though,
at this second level of analysis, not all questions which the data permit us to answer are covered.

' Some Issues in Emergency Management: Public Views 1987,
September 1987.




il. A FEW KEY CONCEPTS

At the community level, any voluntary involvements in efforts to increase disaster and
emergency preparedness may, of course, take several forms: for the purposes of this inquiry,
voluntary activities during an emergency or (as is quite common) in its immediate aftermath to
help in rescue, cleanup, relief and reconstruction efforts are not explicitly considered.

Now the simplest form of involvement has to do with the acquisition and maintenance of
knowledge and skills to deal with an emergency at the household level. That is, the ability on the
part of at least one member of the household to facilitate coping with an impending disaster (and,
indeed, upon its occurrence and thereafter). This is, of course, “self-help” in the narrowest sense
of the term.

Another central pattern of self-help concerns the possibility of being involved in a community
group or organization which seeks to enhance community and not solely individual household
competence to deal with disasters and emergencies.

The capacity to respond with some degree of effectiveness, then; involves knowing what to do
and knowing how to do it when such knowledge and such skills are needed to be "put to use."
While knowledge as such might well be acquirable by perusal of various printed instructional
manuals, or by listening or, indeed, by watching films or videocassettes, skills needed to put such
know-how to use are generally not easy to come by without practice. And if knowledge
dissemination may be referred to as education, the development of corresponding skills merits
to be viewed as training. This amounts to saying that many disaster and emergency relevant
capabilities require both education and training, and training, in good measure a consequence of
practice, cannot be accomplished simply by reading manuals or viewing whatever audio-visual
materials per se.

it is this kind of a conceptualization that dictated a probe into the wilingness of the
respondents to undergo emergency and disaster related training. And since many respondents
may have had some such training somewhere along the line, it becomes similarly crucial to
establish whether the subjects of the study (and possibly some other member of their household)
did, in fact, have such prior training.

The willingness to undergo training then can be looked at both in terms of retraining intentions
(those with some previous relevant training who are willing to update or upgrade their training) and
new training intentions (willingness to be trained on the part of those who make no claims to
previous relevant training experiences). In turn, however, a response that one would not be willing
to undergo emergency and disaster related training should not be construed strictly as
"unwillingness" without understanding some likely reasons. Among such key reasons, inability to
participate in this or that training program, due to such factors as health or age (or both), the
need to take care of small children in the household would "show up" as statements of
“unwillingness" to become involved in training programs. For those with prior training, a sense that
one does not "need" to be retrained would serve yet as another factor in explaining a negative
answer to the "willingness to be retrained to trained" prabe.




This conceptualization, however, does not differentiate between those who might seek
retraining or training in order to be better able to deal with emergencies at the household level
(or, perhaps, for the benefit of relatives, friends and more immediate neighbors) and those whose
intentions reflect a broader community self-help notion. The probe on "willingness to volunteer for
disaster and emergency preparedness programs” comes, as it were, to the rescue. It is
reasonable to argue that people who are (a) willing to acquire disaster related training but are (b)
unwilling to volunteer in a more general sense for emergency and disaster programs are likely to
be oriented to the household level self-help, while those willing both (a) to be trained and (b)
volunteer for EM related programs are, in turn, more oriented to the community level effort in a
more organized manner.

Furthermore, it follows that the pattern may be quite different for those with some prior training
for whom participation in subsequent training programs amounts mainly to upgrading (or possibly
expanding) their training and those not previously trained. Thus the study instrument reflects the
data requirements: a question regarding claims of prior training, a question concerning willingness
to be trained or retrained, and a probe regarding wilingness to volunteer for disaster and
emergency management programs.

But the evaluation of the very idea of "self-help" provides yet another interpretive axis: is
"self-help” specifically referring to activities not involving Government funds an appealing concept,
and to what extent, and how does jt relate to willingness to be trained or, indeed, to volunteer in
the more general sense? Thus the instrument also included a rating probe of the idea of
"self-help.”

In some communities such self-help groups and activities have been in existence: why, then,
not ask about the respondent’s knowledge of such groups, and of their possible involvement in
such groups, rather than to seek data on the assessment of the “idea" of self-help at the
community level? Since such actual programs are relatively quite rare, a national sample of some
1,600 does not stand much of a chance to uncover any number of instances that would be
analytically interesting. The study included many other questions, all considered by the
researchers as being of higher priority. The search for such “rare events” was not undertaken
because it would have to have occurred at the cost of not asking other questions which were
deemed more important. The rating of the "concept” of community self-help thus served as a
proxy as well as a variable of worth in its own right, given the possibility that the emergency
management programs might well entertain the notion of encouraging the formation of such
groupings across the nation.

The 'rating” of self-help, furthermore, concerns the perceived effectiveness to “cope with
emergencies", were such groups and activities in place. It is, then, prudent to contextualize the
responses by probing how effective or ineffective Government programs to deal with emergencies
appear. For this reason, questions were asked about the evaluated effectiveness of (a) local and
(b) Federal programs to deal with disasters and emergencies. This, of course, makes it possible
to determine whether there is more or less of an inclination to favor the idea of self-help
dependent on the perceived "quality" and "ability" of (local and Federal) Government financed
programs.




When it comes to the probe regarding willingness to volunteer for disaster and emergency
preparedness programs (apart from the saliency of the item along the lines indicated previously),
yet another central concern results: Americans undertake a great deal of voluntary activity and
spend a great deal of time in so doing. To what extent is the orientation to “volunteering for
disaster and emergency preparedness programs” different or similar for those who have been
involved in voluntary wark and those who have not? In fact, does the potential “pool" of EM-type
volunteers consist mainly of individuals already engaged in volunteering or mainly of those not
quite so active?

Clearly, this line of thinking dictated the inclusion of simple questions about “past year’s”
volunteering experiences, and an effort to seek an approximate estimate of time spent in such
activities in the course of the prior 12 months. And this, again, drove the decision to also seek to
determine, by respondent self-assessments, how much time they would be willing, or prepared,
to spend in volunteering for disaster and emergency preparedness programs if they were willing
to volunteer in the first place. It is then conceptualization of this kind that served as determinants
of the central questions or probes which needed to be included in the instrument.

It may well not be out of place to mention the central result even in these introductory remarks:
there exists wide and robust consensus in the nation’s public on the worthwhileness of self-help
approaches in the community, on the willingness to avail oneself of training or retraining
opportunities, and on inclinations to do voluntary work for, and in connection with, local
emergency management programs.




lil. ON SELF-HELP IN COPING WITH EMERGENCIES

A. Some Baseline Considerations

Asked to rate, in terms of importance, several specified but altogether realistic goals of
emergency management programs, the respondents (having generally given high importance
ratings to all the objectives that were postulated) gave an extremely high importance rating to the
need for civil defense programs "to provide information so people can help themselves respond
to emergencies."' Given the maximum value of the importance index of 100, this objective had
an index value of 93.0, second only to the need to "warn the public of impending danger” (with
an index value of 93.9).

The central notion of "people helping themselves" provided that they get usable information,
and provided that the emergency management system enables them to be warned of danger, of
an impending emergency, amounts to a crucial form of self-help, or better yet, the desirability of
self-help. It says, in effect, that people can, and would, respond prudently when faced with an
emergency as long as they are somehow informed that it might occur (the warning function) and
what would prove to be reasonable actions to take.

Elsewhere in the study instrument, the respondents were also asked to rate, on a scale running
from "excellent" to "poor* the effectiveness of both the local and the Federal Governments to deal
with, or manage, emergencies and disasters, and they were also asked to provide a similar rating
to the very idea of community self-help programs. In fact, the questions were as follows:

"How well does your community deal with disasters and emergencies?"
"How well does the Federal Government deal with disasters and emergencies?"

Each of these items was followed up by:

"Would you rate their effectiveness as excellent, very good, good, fair or poor?"

In turn, the question requesting a rating of the concept of self-help activities was stated in the
following manner:

*A lot of communities have self-help groups that develop and carry out programs mostly
on their own, without involvement or funding by the Government. When it comes to
emergency preparedness, would you rate the idea of such self-help groups as excellent,
very good, good, fair or poor?*

For the sake of parsimony, a simple index was generated with a range from 0 to 100: it would
have a value of 100 had all respondents responded with a rating of “excellent," and it would, on

! Op. cit., p. 5, Table 1




the other hand, yield a value of 0 (zero) if all had used the "poor” answer on the verbal rating
scale. Table 1 replicates a summary contained in the overall report:?

Table 1

EFFECTIVENESS INDICES

Item Effectiveness Index
Local Government 54.4
Federal Government 49.4
Idea of local self-help 61.6

The idea of self-help activities at the local level is, thus, quite appealing, the index "sitting"
between the "good" and “"very good"' rating when viewed in terms of the verbal responses which
were used to generate the index. The effectiveness of local Government to deal with emergencies
has a (somewhat) lower rating, and the effectiveness of Federal efforts falls slightly below the
"good" rating.?

elf-help Idea an vernment Effectivene

Consider now the relationship between perceptions of Government effectiveness in coping with
emergencies and the evaluation of the community self-help concept. From one perspective, five
major results seem possible - and, of course, the results could be different for the relation between
local Government effectiveness and the self-help notion and Federal Government effectiveness
and self-help.

1. The higher the Government effectiveness perception, the more appealing the idea of
self-help. In an important sense, such a finding would suggest that self-help activities at the

2 Op. cit. p.74, Table 34 for the 1local and Federal
Government rating, and p.75, Table 35 for the rating of the self-
help concept. Here, the percentage distributions are provided as
well which are not included in this report for which the general
data form but a baseline.

3 This is not an unusual finding: by generally rating
Federal programs of just about any kind less favorable than either
local or state activities, Americans are, sort of, "telling
Washington off" and "making a statement about the "distant" Federal
"bureaucracy" that "does not understand" local problems and needs.
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community level would tend to complement, and thus further strengthen, already effective
Government programs.

2. The higher the Government effectiveness, the less appealing the self-help concept. Such
a result, in turn, might indicate that the respondents think that self-help might supplement
emergency management capabilities of the Government, whether local or Federal or both,
and thus help overcome what are seen as deficiencies in existing emergency management
systems.

3. The relation, too, could be of a U-shaped variety: thus people who give favorable ratings
to Government as well as those who think that the Government capabilities are rather poor
would tend to endorse self-help more than others. In this pattern, the "complementing” and
"supplementing" “functions" of self-help efforts would appear with the consequence that
self-help would be most appealing in municipalities with either already rather “excellent”
emergency management capabilities or those where such capabilities are considered to be
rather inadequate.

4. An inverted U-shaped outcome is also a possibility. It would indicate that in communities
where EM programs are judged as rather very good already, there seems little need to
enhance their performance by self-help measures. And it would mean that in communities
with rather poor capabilities, as estimated by the respondents, self-help would not, perhaps,
work either. In this pattern, the most favorable evaluations of the self-help concept would
then occur where the Government effectiveness is judged as "good” (or thereabouts) but
neither as "excellent” or "poor.”

5. The specification of the fifth, final, pattern is then rather obvious: the appeal of the idea of
self-help efforts might be simply insensitive to variability in perceptions of Government
effectiveness. Thus regardless of how people assess the effectiveness of Government,
whether local, Federal or both, they find the concept of self-help about equally worthwhile.
In other words, the indices would hover around the sample-wide value of 61.6 (and in the
strictest sense, they would all turn out to be 61.6 irrespective of Government effectiveness
assessments.)

The findings are presented in Table 2.

The evidence is quite strong. It supports the "complementarity® hypothesis. And it holds
basically both with respect to evaluations of local and Federal Government capabilities. The
self-help concept is the more appealing the more favorable is the view of existing Governmental
capabilities, both local and Federal.

Thus self-help finds the most fertile soil in communities in which emergency management
efforts are already seen as very good or even excellent, while it has less, although still quite a lot,
support in communities in which local Governmental efforts do not seem to fare too well in the
eyes of the respondents. Of course, this interpretation is somewhat vulnerable in that it is phrased
in terms of "communities” while the data as such have to do with individual respondent ratings and
are not, in this aggregate form, "anchored" in similarities or variabilities of the communities
themselves. It is, indeed, individual respondents who rate Government efforts variably, who
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express themselves, with the variability indicated, about the worthwhileness of self-help activities.’

Table 2
Self-Help Idea and Government Effectiveness

Self-Help Concept Evaluations
given effectiveness of

Government Local Federal
Rating Government programs
Excellent 77.5 77.3
Very good 67.1 69.1
Good 58.7 62.8
Fair 53.4 53.3
Poor 47.1 55.8
Don't Know 62.9 54.7

The findings also suggest the following: when (and where) local emergency management
efforts are seen as not particularly adequate, self-help is also least likely to flourish to help
augment, or supplement, such deficiencies as may be seen by the public. And yet, in a manner
of speaking, these would be precisely the kinds of circumstances under which self-help efforts
could (or even would) have the most benign consequences.

C. The Idea of Self-Help and Volunteering

Any self-help activities are, finition, of a voluntary nature. In this study, of course, there
are no direct measures of such self-help effort as might afready be "in place” (an unfortunate
omission, perhaps): there are but data on rating of the concept of local seif-help.

Two questions on volunteering are particularly salient. One solicits a claim regarding a fact of
voluntary involvement in the prior 12 month period. The second question concerns the intention,
or willingness, to volunteer for activities related to emergencies and disasters.

4 A vcommunity-level" analysis as such is not possible since

there are relatively few respondents from each of the cities, towns
or other municipalities in the sample.
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The volunteering questions were included in the second part of the instrument. The base for
this analysis then consists only of the respondents who answered both parts of the questionnaire.
But since the self-help question was included in the first part of the instrument, it is clearly possible
to see how these respondents, who could not or did not choose to, continue the interview (or
make arrangements icr a later interview continuation) evaluated the self-help concept.

- Among respondents, 34.7 percent of the sample, who claimed to have done voluntary work
in the course of the 12 months preceding the study, the self-help concept yielded a rating
of 65.1, somewhat higher than the national average.

- Among those who did not report volunteering in the prior 12 months, the self-help idea
index is 60.0.

- Among respondents who did not complete the second part of the interview - and whose

prior volunteering experiences therefore could not be ascertained, the self-help index is
59.7.

The results indicate that the evaluations of possible self-help programs are not dramatically
different for those engaged in voluntary activities and others, although there is a modest tendency
for the "volunteers” to find the seli-help concept somewhat more appealing.

Completing the second part of the survey was, in itself, a kind of volunteering activity: the
self-help rating index for those who did not offer to continue being questioned yields a value which
is nearly exactly that of those who said that they did not do any voluntary work in the preceding
12 months. It suggests then that these respondents were themselves predominantly
non-volunteers and would have so responded had they had an opportunity to answer the second
segment of the interview.

Now a different, and complementary question, can be raised: how many respondents claimed
to have been involved in volunteering in each of the seif-help assessment categories? Table 3
presents the finding.

Here, a weak U-shaped pattern emerges. Those who thought quite highly of the (volunteering)
notion of self-help and those who did not find the prospect attractive (having given it a "poor”
rating) were more likely to report previous year’s volunteering than did other respondents. And
those assigning the self-help concept an "excellent" rating include significantly more vclunteers
than does any other one of the rating groups, including those who used the "poor” term to
describe their idea about self-help.




Table 3

Volunteering Claims by Self-Help Concept Evaluations

Self~-Help Rating Percent Volunteers
Excellent 47.1
Very good 34.3
Good 30.2
Fair 31.9
Poor 37.0
Don't Know 29.5

How then is the self-help idea seen by respondents who expressed themseives differently
about their willingness to volunteer for emergency and disaster related activities and programs?

- Respondents who said that they would be inclined to volunteer for EM programs (75.7
percent of the relevant sample in all!®) yielded a self-help worth index of 62.9.

- Those who were unsure about their willingness and gave the “"depends” response (8.7
percent of the sample) rated self-help with a value of 59.0.

- Respondents unwilling, or unlikely, to volunteer for emergency and disaster types of
programs (13.7 percent of the sample) yielded a self-help value index of 58.3.

The differences then are quite small, though there is, indeed, a very slight tendency to give
higher marks to self-help activities by those likely, or inclined, to volunteer for emergency
management types of programs. This suggests, of course, that “self-help" is seen as a rather
important voluntary activity even among those who might not be prone to volunteer for emergency
management types of programs in a more general sense.

Now, of course, one would expect that the inclination to volunteer shouid be the higher the
more favorable views the respondents hold about self-help. After all, self-help efforts are, in fact,
one such crucial cluster of possible voluntary involvements in emergency management. The
findings, presented in Table 4, support this expectation.

5 op. cit., p.47, Table 23.
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Yet, of course, the willingness to volunteer is very high regardless of the perspective on
self-help; in other words, even those who do not think very much of the self-help concept are very
willing, over 70 percent of them, to engage in voluntary activities that would enhance the
community’s capabilities to deal with emergencies and disasters of all kinds.

Table 4

The Idea of Self-Help and Volunteering Inclinations

Percent Willing

Self-Help Rating To Volunteer
Excellent 79.9
Very good 78.4
Good 74.9
Fair 70.2
Poor 70.4
Don't Know 67.4

D. Prior Disaster Experience

Some 26.6 percent of the respondents reported having had at least one prior experience with
a disaster or emergency of a major kind. Table 5 shows how the idea of self-help fared among
those with prior disaster exposure(s) and those without such an experience; and it also shows the
effectiveness ratings of both local and Federal Governmental capabilities to cope with disasters.

Table 5

Effectiveness Ratings by Prior Disaster Experience

Disaster Self-help Local Federal
Experience Programs Government
Yes 63.4 56.6 46.6
No 61.0 . 53.9 48.0
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Throughout, the differences are quite negligible. Thus, essentially the effectiveness of
Government and the possible effectiveness of the self-help activities is seen alike, regardless cf
prior exposure to a major disaster; but it is not without interest to note that local Government’s
effectiveness is seen slightly higher by those with prior disaster exposure than by others; while the
effectiveness of the Federal effort is viewed as somewhat better by those with no previous disaster
experience. Once again: people who have lived through some prior catastrophe seem to be, if
very slightly only, expressing some dissatisfaction with what they see as Federal programs.
Nonetheless, it is important to repeat that the differences are very small indeed.

E. Highlights

The main findings, as they bear on the self-help concept, can be summarized as follows:

1.

Self-help activities are considered the more favorably the more positive is the evaluation
of both local and Federal Government’'s emergency and disaster management efforts.
The idea of self-help, thus, complements more already very good Governmental efforts
rather than supplementing programs seen as less adequate.

Somewhat more than non-volunteers, people with prior volunteering experience find the
self-help concept appealing.

More "past year's" volunteers are among those who rated the idea of self-help at the
extremes: as either "excellent” or "poor."

There are gssentially no differences in evaluating the idea of self-help among people
who expressed variable willingness to volunteer their time and effort for emergency and
disaster related activities and programs.

Yet, the higher the support for the idea of self-help, the greater the willingness to
volunteer for EM types of efforts.

But willingness to serve as a volunteer for disaster related programs is very high in all
groups despite this pattern.

Experiences with prior disasters do not have any effect on the appeal of the self-help

idea. The ratings of self-help are thus the same for those with previous disaster
exposure(s) and for those without such prior experience.

12




IV. VOLUNTEERING

A. Some Baseline ansiderations

The research revealed, not unexpectedly, high levels of voluntary involvements on the part of
the respondents in the relevant sample (N=1398). Even more, it showed intentions to do
voluntary work in "emergency and disaster preparedness programs" to characterize some 3 out
of 4 Americans.

- Infact, 34.7 percent of the respondents reported some voluntary activity in the 12 months
preceding the inquiry.

- They spent, in median terms, just about 2 hours per week on such effort.

- Furthermore, 75.7 percent claimed their willingness to offer their voluntary services for
programs of emergency and disaster preparedness,

- and, on balance, would be prepared to invest also about 2 hours per week toward these
ends.

Among respondents inclined to volunteer for disaster related programs, 27.4 percent have
some special skills to offer: being able to provide medical help or first aid, able and willing to cook
and feed, teach, manage, help with communications or apply their clerical skills.? In this context,
the respondents clearly did not think of their ability to “drive" as a potentially relevant skill:
undoubtedly, this is so simply because just about everyone can drive.

B. Volunteering and Willingness to Volunteer

The question, of course, arises whether voluntary work for emergency and disaster
preparedness programs would tend to "tap" the existing pool of volunteers or those without prior
volunteering involvements. Thus there are three main outcomes to consider:

1. There could be significantly more people willing to invest their time in EM type of
volunteering among those who have been already involved as volunteers otherwise than
among those who did not volunteer in the recent past.

' op. cit. especially pp. 47-49.

2 Op. cit. p. 48 for more detail along these lines.
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2. There could be significantly more potential EM volunteers among those without previous
volunteering claims than among those who have already been engaged in voluntary
activities.

3. In both groups, that of volunteers as well as non-volunteers, the willingness to engage in
voluntary activity for emergency and disaster preparedness programs could be (essentially)
the same.

The first outcome entails some hidden costs to the community: it has the potential implication
that those among current volunteers who would invest their time in EM volunteering would do so,
or have to do so, at the expense of some of their other volunteering activities. In that sense then,
EM related volunteering would tend to compete with other programs that utilize voluntary workers
for a large, though limited, manpower pool.

The second outcome amounts mainly to augmenting the existing pool of volunteers in that the
EM volunteering would attract people who have not otherwise offered their time and effort for
other programs (at least not in the most recent period).

Of course, the general result constrains the possibilities. The finding, ai.er all, was that 34.7
percent of the respondents did some prior volunteering, but 75.7 percent would be prepared, by
their assertion, to do voluntary work for disaster preparedness programs.

Thus if all volunteers of the previous year were to volunteer for EM activities, the volunteering
willingness among prior non-volunteers would have to be some 62.5 percent for the basic
(marginal or aggregate) resuit to hold.

if, in turn, all non-volunteers were to convert to EM volunteering, there would still have to be
some 29.6 percent drawn from among the volunteers.

The third outcome is, of course, obvious: EM volunteering can be equally attractive to people
regardless of their prior voluntary involvements. But since there are about two non-volunteers per
volunteer, the outcome also implies that the volunteers for EM programs would consist of about
one third of prior volunteers and two-thirds of new volunteers.

Table 6 provides the pertinent data on the basis of which it is possible to decide which of the
three key outcomes the results map onto.

The finding supports the third outcome: volunteers for emergency and disaster preparedness
programs are just about equally likely to be drawn from the ranks of volunteers as from the pool
of non-volunteers. It then, also of necessity, implies that among the possible EM volunteers, about
one third would tend to be drawn from those who have aiready been engaged in voluntary work
(actually, it amounts to 36.1 percent in this instance) and the remaining ones from among previous
non-volunteers.

14




Table 6

Volunteers and EM Volunteering Inclinations

Willingness Previous Year's Volunteering
To Volunteer Yes No
Yes 78.6 73.9
Depends 10.7 8.0
No 9.5 15.9
Don't Know 1.2 2.2

C. Volunteering and Willingness to be Trained

Intentions or expressions of willingness to update such emergency and disaster related training
as the respondents may have had, or to acquire relevant skills and knowledge among those
without any such prior training, amount to another form of voluntary activity.?

Table 7 shows that "past year’s" volunteers were somewhat more likely to say that they would
be willing to update training or receive training. But the difference is relatively small, so that it is
appropriate to conclude that prior volunteering experience is not, in itself, a factor in a possible
decision to acquire disaster related knowledge and skills through training.

Table 7
Prior Volunteering and EM Training Willingness

Willingness to be Trained

Prior Volunteering Yes Depends No
Yes 81.3 6.0 10.7
No 76.1 4.5 15.9

Note: Row percentages do not add up to 100. The few don’t knows are not tabulated.

8 The next section of the paper deals with training

background and willingness to be trained in further detail.
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Some 75.7 percent of the respondents expressed their willingness to become volunteers in
emergency and disaster preparedness programs. What, in turn, are their willingness expressions
when it come to updating their training or being trained? Table 8 provides the basic information.

Table 8

Volunteering Willingness and Training Willingness

Willingness to Willingness to be Trained
Volunteer Yes Depends No
Yes 85.8 3.3 5.7
Depends 63.2 19.2 12.8
No 46.6 5.2 44.0
Don't Know 53.8 3.8 23.1

Note: Row percentages do not add up to 100. The few who "didn’t know" about their
intentions to be retrained or trained are not tabulated.

Here, the data indicate a robust relationship: the more inclined the respondents are to
volunteer for EM preparedness programs, the more they are also willing to be retrained or trained.
That about 20 percent of those who gave the "depends" answer to the volunteering question
made the same response with regard to the training item is not surprising. What is important,
however, is the observation that 63.2 percent of these respondents (in all, some 8.9 percent of the
relevant sample of 1,398) did indicate their wilingness to undergo retraining or training even
though they were undecided about their more general willingness to engage in volunteering for
emergency preparedness programs. For these respondents then, training and education in
emergency and disaster related skills represents a kind of voluntary activity which they do support,
though they are unsure about other forms of possible voluntary participation.

D. Willingness to Volunteer and Disaster Experience
The findings displayed in Table 9 indicate that there is rather little in the way of a difference in

volunteering intentions of those who reported prior experience(s) with a major disaster and those
who have not been victimized yet at all.
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Table 9

Volunteering Intentions and Disaster Exposure

Experience with Willingness to Volunteer
Disaster Yes Depends No
Yes 79.5 6.9 12.5
No 74.2 9.7 14.0

Note: 1.1 percent of those with prior disaster experience and 2.1 percent of those without
such an exposure "didn’t know" whether or not they might volunteer.

This means, of course, that the basic claims regarding willingness to volunteer for emergency
and disaster preparedness programs is rather insensitive to prior disaster experiences even
though the finding shows a small tendency for those with prior exposure(s) to be more inclined
to volunteer.

E. Time Investment Claims

The data of Table 10 show the percentages of respondents who reported to have invested
given amounts of time to their "last year’s" voluntary efforts and those who offered an estimate of
the time they would be willing to spend in volunteering for programs of disaster and emergency
preparedness.

Table 10

Time Investments of Volunteers

Hours per Month Volunteers EM Intentions+
1 -1 59.3 46.8
11 - 20 20.8 23.6
21 - 40 10.8 10.6
41 or more 9.1 19.0

+Prior year’s volunteers who expressed wilingness to volunteer for disaster and
emergency preparedness programs and provided information about hours per month they might
be prepared to spend in so doing. -
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The evidence indicates, in aggregate terms, that there are substantially more respondents who
would be prepared to spend a great deal of time (41 hours or even more) per month in their
disaster and emergency preparedness program volunteering than reported such time investments
in their "past year's" actual voluntary work. And there were, of course, almost twice as many
respondents who stated their intentions to volunteer for EM types of programs than there were
of those who reported prior year’s voluntary efforts.

The data of Table 6 showed that by far most of those who did some voluntary work in the
previous year would also be prepared to volunteer for disaster and emergency preparedness
programs (in fact, 78.6 percent of them). Further insight, in terms of time investments, can thus
be gained by considering the amount of time (in hours per month) these previous year’s
volunteers said they would invest in EM related volunteering. Table 11 contains the basic finding.

Table 11

Time Possible EM Volunteers Are Willing to Spend

Hours Spent Last Year Average Hours Willing to Spend
Volunteering for EM Volunteering
1 -10 16.4
11 - 20 19.9
e 21 - 40 26.5
41 or more 35.6

Thus, indeed, the more time "last year's" volunteers spent in their activities, the more time they
would be prepared, on balance, to spend in volunteering for disaster and emergency
preparedness efforts.

F. Highlights

The major results, as they pertain to volunteering for disaster preparedness programs may be
summarized as follows:

1. Some 75.7 percent of the respondents in the sample as a whole express their willingness
to engage in voluntary activities related to emergencies and disasters and another 8.7
percent potentially so.

2. The chances are about equal that EM related volunteering would attract people with and
without prior volunteering record.

3. The resulting pool of possible EM volunteers would thus include about one third of people
who have invested time and effort in other voluntary activities (and thus, to an extent,
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perhaps compete with such other activities) and two thirds of "new" volunteers, those who
have not been involved in voluntary work - or at least not in the course of the preceding 12
months.

4. Both prior volunteers and non-volunteers express very similar willingness to be retrained
or trained in EM related skills and knowledge.

5. The more likely people are to volunteer for programs of emergency and disaster
preparedness, the more likely they express their intention to participate in retraining or
training were it offered.

6. Willingness to volunteer for disaster and emergency preparedness programs is essentially
not different for those who have had some prior major disaster experience and those who
have not.

7. Among previous year’s volunteers, the more time per month they reported to have spent
in voluntary work, the more time they also claim to be prepared to invest in volunteering
for programs of disaster and emergency preparedness.

Clearly, there are significant constraints connected with any actual implementation of even
seriously meant intentinns to volunteer, or for that matter, to do this or that. On any given day,
only some (unknown) portion of those realiy willing to devote their time to voluntary work would
be able to do so and others would, on that particular day, be unwilling (while remaining basically
altogether willing) because of other commitments.

Similarly, during any given time period (of any given day) some may be unable or unwilling to
carry out their intentions.

And, of course, the way in which people might be solicited for voluntary involvements may
significantly affect the actualizations of the intentions: in this inquiry, questions were asked (a) of
individuals and (b) quite directly: in other words, any or all “mass approaches" (radio or TV or
newspaper messages) create an altogether different situation and the prospects for volunteering
cannot be estimated from these data for appeals other than direct and personal ones.

Yet, consider 100,000 adults (people 18 years of age and older, a plural that maps onto the
limitations of the study: younger people were not included in the sample at all). If 75.7 percent of
them were actually to implement their willingness to volunteer, this would amount to 75,700 people
and even the best emergency management system would probably be unable to put their time
and effort to some productive use.

But suppose only 10 percent were actually to carry out their intentions: this still amounts to
7,570 volunteers in a "prototype" of 100,000 adult residents! And if, in fact, on any given day or
at any given time the actual volunteering would be but 5 percent of these 10 percent, it still comes
out as 378 volunteers!
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Thus even if only one twentieth of those inclined to volunteer were to carry out their intentions,
some 3.8 percent of adulits, 18 years of age and older, could be mobilized. And this, indeed, is
an exceptionally conservative estimate: people actually carry out their intentions with much higher
frequency than 1 in 20.

There are, additionally, quite a few willing volunteers in the 16 to 18 year age bracket, a
category not considered in the study at all.

Finally, the study in no way estimates the typical surplus of volunteers during an actual

emergency and in its immediate aftermath. The item regarding volunteering propensity was
specifically phrased in terms of "disaster and emergency preparedness programs.”
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V. EMERGENCY RELATED TRAINING

A. Some Baseline Considerations

Many respondents asserted that they were trained or educated in some aspect of disaster
related work:'

- 59.4 percent said they had some first aid know-how.
- 45.8 percent claimed to have been trained in the use of CPR.

- 10.7 percent stated that they had some exposure to knowledge and training bearing on
coping with a nuclear war.

- 6.6 percent received some paramedic training.
- 8.7 percent responded that they were trained to do radiological monitoring.
- 4.3 percent reported to have been trained to manage shelters.

- 17.8 percent referred to "other" (than the above) emergency or disaster related training or
knowledge.

it is not clear what such "other" training, as was claimed by the respondents, may have
consisted of. Unfortunately, a probe was not included in the inquiry: but it may well involve health
services (physicians, nurses, technicians), fire fighting, policing, communications and such. In
terms of occupational background of these respondents, it should be possible to determine
whether these are the likely patterns of such "other" emergency related training. The issue,
however, is not taken up at the moment.

Now, apart from this group of "others" (those with training claims in that response category),
it seems plausible to divide the respondents into two groupings: those with "health”-related training
(first aid, CPR and paramedic) and those with “war"-related training (nuclear war coping,
radiological monitoring, shelter management). It is, of course, not an altogether “clean"
differentiation: the heaith-relevant skills are certainly applicable in all situations, including the
possible nuclear holocaust; the war-related skills, if such they are, have applicability in peacetime
nuclear environments or, as concerns "shelter management," also with respect to peacetime
disasters which require, or result in, "sheltering."

Be that as it may, Table 12 shows the distribution of these claims for the "health-related," and
"war-related" hazards and for those whose response indicated “other training" than that which was
explicitly asked for in the six study items.

' op. cit. p. 44, especially Table 22.
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Table 12

Training Claims

Type of Training Percent
Health-related 64.2
War-related 14.5
"Other" training»* 17.8
None 33.0

*Note: "Other" such training could be anything except for the specific training about which
the respondents were asked: first aid, CPR, paramedic, nuclear war coping, shelter management,
radiological monitoring: thus applicable potentially in any emergency circumstance.

Thus in the "health-related” respondent segment are people who claimed to have had training
in first aid or in CPR or as paramedics. In the "war-related" grouping are those who said that they
had received training in ways to cope with a nuclear war or in radiological monitoring or in shelter
management.

But, of course, some people may have acquired skills and know-how that “fit" into these
different groupings: both health and war-related, or both war-related and "other" (which, it needs
to be repeated, could have also been "war-related” though not explicitly involving the items the
respondents were asked about). Table 13 shows the distribution of the resuiting patterns.

Table 13

Patterns of Training Claims

Health--War--Other ' Percent
Yes Yes Yes 6.9
Yes Yes No 6.5
Yes No Yes 9.1
Yes No No 41.6
No Yes Yes 0.2
No Yes No 0.9
No No Yes 1.6
No No No 32.9

Note: The questions were asked in the second part of the interview. The relevant sample
therefore includes 1,398 respondents.

22




in other words, health-related training and no other training dominates - not an unexpected
finding in view of the fact that so many respondents claimed to have had "first aid" training. And
those who received no emergency related training of any kind, by their own reports, amount to
one third of the sample.

Looking only at the basic types (health, war and other types of training relevant to emergencies
and disasters), it is certainly of interest to determine when, on balance, such training might have
taken place. Indeed, an effort to understand the willingness of people to be retrained needs to be
anchored also in information about the time that has lapsed since the respondents undertook
some previous training.

Table 14
Types of Training and Time When Received

Type of Training

Time of Training Health War Other
1 year or less ago 29.2 30.8 43.9
2 to 5 years ago 37.9 20.2 26.8
6 to 10 years ago 16.3 17.7 16.7
11 or more years ago 16.6 31.3 12.6

Thus, respondents who claimed training "other" than that about which they were explicitly
asked (health: first aid, CPR, and paramedic; war: dealing with nuclear war, management of
shelters, and radiological monitoring) have acquired their knowledge and skills most recently. In
turn, those with war-related training tend to date it back beyond a 10 year span most often - and
about as many also refer to their training exposure in the course of the previous year.

B. Training and Volunteering

What might be said about the relationship between some prior exposure to training and the
pattern of “last year’s" voluntary involvements of the respondents? Table 15 contains the basic
result for respondents who received some health-related training (specifically, either first aid, CPR
or paramedic training, or any combinations), war-related training (specifically, radiological
monitoring, training in coping with a nuclear conflict, shelter management) or "other” disaster
related training and those with no such previous training.
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Table 15

Type of Training and Voiunteer Work

Training Type Percent Volunteers
Health-related 42.2
War-related 46.8
Other training* 46.6
No training 21.1

*Note: Training claims related to disasters and emergencies but involving training other than
types explicitly included in the health- and war-related categories.

Thus people with some prior training have been more than twice as likely to report some “last
year's" voluntary work than were respondents with no training. In turn, those who did receive
some prior training were just about as likely to volunteer whether such training involved some
health-related, war-related or other disaster-related skills and knowledge.

But, of course, as is clear from the data in Table 13, many respondents received training that
would cut across two or more of the categories of the above Table 15. Only four of the eight
possible patterns (of Table 13) include sufficient numbers of respondents to be of further interest.
Table 16 provides the information.

Table 16

Training Experiences and Prior Volunteering

Training Pattern Percent Volunteers
Health/"Other" 49.6
Health/War/"Other" 47.9
Health/War 47.3
Health* 38.8

*Note: “Health" here is not the exact same group of respondents as in Table 15. Here, the
category includes only those who reported some health related training but no other training.

Those with previous training only in the specific health-related skills about which the
respondents were asked were less likely to have been involved in voluntary work than were
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others, but, of course, significantly more so that people who levied no prior training claims (as
seen from Table 15).

In all then, and not unexpectedly, volunteering flourishes more among people with some prior
training that can be possibly used in their voluntary activities than among people without any prior
training; but a caution needs to be exercised even in this respect. Although it is doubtful that the
results would turn out to be significantly different anyway: the questions about training experiences
all referred to some of the training types that have to do with their plausible applicability in
disasters and emergencies. Thus there well may be others in the study who would have reported
"other” training experiences which, however, did not fit any of the specific questions raised nor did
they, in their own estimation, fit the category of "other" training since that question as well posited
training relevant to disasters and emergencies only.

C. Training and Willingness to Volunteer

In a form parallel to the issues raised in the previous section of the report, the question now
may be raised regarding the relationship between prior training experiences and the expressed
willingness to volunteer for disaster and emergency preparedness programs.

Table 17

Type of Training and Willingness to Volunteer

Training Type Willingness to Volunteer
Health-related 79.4
War-related 81.3
Other 79.1
None 69.3

The finding replicates the results of Table 15 in its basic pattern: people with some prior training
were much more likely to say that they would be willing to become nwclved, as volunteers, also
in disaster and emergency preparedness programs. But, of course, as the basic data had already
shown quite clearly, all these indices (percentages, in this instance) are much higher for all
"training-type” categories than they are for the comparable categories with respect to their
previous year’s voluntary involvements. In fact, more than three times as many respondents with
no previous training said that they would be willing to volunteer for EM-related activities and
programs than did report voluntary work during the past 12 months, 69.3 percent in contrast with
21.1 percent!

Table 18 gives the data for the four major training patterns, that is, the four of the eight patterns
(of Table 13) in which there are good numbers of cases.
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Table 18

Training Patterns and Willingness to Volunteer

Training Pattern Willingness to Volunteer
Yes No#*
Health/war 83.5 5.5
Health/war/other 81.3 11.5
Health/other 79.5 11.0
Health only 78.4 12.4

*Note: "Depends" percentages are not included here and this is why the two percentages
tabulated do not add up to 100.

The willingness to volunteer for EM-related programs is thus essentially not different as a
function of the previous training pattern at all. The only difference of note concerns the
"unwillingness" responses: those with health and war related training past were less likely not to
volunteer than were respondents in the remaining pattern categories. Interesting, though, this
difference may be, it is not significant even in a statistical sense.

D. Training and Willingness to Be Trained

Most relevant, perhaps, is the relation between previous training experiences and expressed
willingness to be trained or retrained in skills applicable to dealing with emergencies and disasters.

The percentages signifying willingness to be retrained or trained are obviously very high. Those
who did not report previous disaster-related training experience are much less likely to be trained
than are respondents who have had training. Those with prior training of the several types do not
differ from each other in any significant respect. But even among those without any prior training,
almost 70 percent of respondents expressed willingness to acquire knowledge and skills
appropriate for dealing with disasters and emergencies. For these respondents, of course, it is
most accurate to speak of "new training,"” while all those with any previous training, in effect, refer
to "retraining” when they express their inclination to be trained.
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Table 19

Training Type and Willingness to Be Trained

Prior Willingness to be Trained
Training Type Yes No
Health-related 83.5 10.5
War-related 87.7 8.4
Other training - 86.3 9.2
No training 68.0 20.4

Note: Respondents in the "depends" category not reported here explicitly, but the
percentage base does include them.

Table 20 provides the relevant data for the four training types.

Table 20

Training Patterns and Willingness to be Retrained

Prior Retraining Willingness
Training Pattern Yes No
Health/war 93.4 5.5
Health/other 89.8 7.1
Health/war/other 85.4 9.4
Health only 80.2 12.2

Note: "Depends" respondents on retraining willingness variable not explicitly included in the
tabulation here, but the percentage base does include them.

Hence, over 93 percent of those with both some health- and war-related training express an
inclination to be retrained, while "only” () 80 percent of those with solely health-related prior
training do so. While this is a significant difference in its own right, it cannot be overemphasized
that the "lowest" percentage in this expressed retraining willingness is of the order of 8 out of 10
people with prior (health only) training experiences.
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E. Timing of Prior Training and Training Willingness

In an intuitive sense, one might argue that willingness to be retrained in disaster and
emergency related knowledge and skills is likely to be related, in some manner, to the time that
has elapsed between the prior acquisition of such know-how and the intention to be retrained.
More specifically, it would seem likely that people with the mare recent training experience could
think that retraining is less needed than would people whose training took place some, or even
many, years ago.

This then suggests an hypothesis which postulates that the willingness to be retrained is the
greater the more time has elapsed between "now" and the acquisition of the know-how by
previous training. This hypothesis is essentially grounded in the idea of "felt need" for retraining:
people trained some, or many, years ago have "more of a need" to be retrained than people
trained rather recently. indeed, it has to do with the simple fact that changes in knowledge and
skill requirements may have rendered some prior training somewhat, if not altogether, obsolete.
It is also based on the premise that many people may have partiaily forgotten their know-how,
especially when they may not have put it to use for some time.

There is yet another way of looking at the possible relationship between the timing of previous
training and the inclination to undergo some retraining.? There is, first of all, something that might
be referred to as the "halo effect”: the most recent trainees, assuming they benefited from their
training and even liked it, are more likely to be still enjoying their experience and thus would have
more of a tendency to be willing to partake of another training experience than people for whom
the experience may have somewhat faded.

Second, there is the real possibility that some aspects of selective perception are operative as
well: people with the more recent training might well be more attuned to follow media stories about
events which involve the kinds of interventions for which they were trained, such as CPR. And
this, of course, might have the effect of reenforcing their sense of satisfaction with having acquired
some knowledge and skills that can help save lives or minimize the endangerment of health.
Therefore, such people also might be more inclined to say that they would be prepared to be
retrained than people for whom such events have become more routine if only because they
acquired skills and knowledge relevant to them long ago (and thus have been also exposed to
so many suchlike reports of events as to make them seem more routine).

Third, there may well be also something of the order of “available time effect": the pattern of
daily life for most people does not change very dramatically over short periods of time. Thus the
most recent trainees found time at their disposal to undergo the training which they received, and
they would also be more likely to have such time available for retraining in the near future. For
people who were trained some, or many, years ago the many changes in daily patterns of
existence may well have created a situation in which time to invest into yet another training
experience may not be, or may not seem to be, quite as available.

2 professor John Marx of the Department of Sociology at the

University of Pittsburgh suggested some of these major alternative
interpretations.
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The age factor cuts into these types of considerations as well. Clearly, people who were trained
some 10 or even 20 years ago have become 10 or 20 years older: they are, to be sure, in a
basically different stage in their life cycle and “"locked" into different patterns of social obligations
than they were likely to have been 10 or 20 years ago.

All these lines of interpretations, of course, lead to an hypothesis which is just about the
opposite of the speculation previously suggested: the more recent the training experience, the
higher the willingness to be retrained.

Table 21 provides the data for respondents who claimed to have been trained in health-related
knowledge and skills. Included are, of course, those people who may have been also involved in
other training programs. Thus these are respondents who have levied a claim to at least some
health-related skills acquired by training.

Table 21
Health Related Training and Willingness to Be Retrained

Retraining Willingness

Timing of Training Yes No
1 year or less ago 90.7 6.6
2 to 5 years ago 87.4 7.5
6 to 10 years ago 86.8 8.3
11 or more years ago 56.2 27.4

Note: Those who said “depends” to the retraining willingness item not explicitly included
here. The percentage base, however, does include them.

The data lend more of a support to the hypothesis that the recency of training experience is
positively related to willingness to be trained again than to the alternative. But it is also quite clear
that the key difference lies between those trained 10 or fewer years ago and those who reported
that they acquired their health-related skills 11 or more years ago. Yet, a point to be repeated:
among all respondents with prior health-related training and regardless when they were trained,
the willingness to undergo retraining is quite high, and it is, of course, very high indeed among
those were trained in the course of the past decade.
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Table 22
War Related Training and Willingness to be Retrained

Retraining Willingness

Timing of Training Yes No
1 year or less ago 93.4 3.3
2 to 5 years ago 96.0 10.0
6 to 10 years ago 91.4 8.6
11 or more years ago 77.4 12.9

Note: Those who said "depends” to the retraining willingness item excluded in tabulation
but not in the percentaging base.

The war-related training experiences (radiological monitoring, shelter management, dealing with
nuclear war) display a similar pattern to that of the health-related training backgrounds. Again, the
key "break" in the data occurs between those trained 10 years or less ago and those who claimed
to have acquired their knowledge and skills more than 10 years ago.

The willingness to be retrained, however, is higher for these respondents with war-related
training background than it is for those health-related training. Among those with training
experiences more than 10 years ago, the difference amounts to some 21 percent! In any event,
however, all percentages of expressed willingness are so high, for both categories of respondents
(health-related training as well as war-related training) as to lead to the unavoidable conclusion
that by far most people trained in some disaster or emergency related skills, regardiess of when
they acquired their know-how, would be prepared to update their training if the opportunity
presented itself.

What about people with training background, relevant to dealing with disasters and
emergencies, who did not fall into the specific health-related or war-related categories but who did
mention some "other” kind of appropriate training? The results are given in Table 23.

Needless to say: the pattern is the same as for those who cited health-related or war-related
training backgrounds. And, once more, the sharp difference is between those whose training took
place more than 10 years ago and those who were trained in the past 10 years. Also, and as
previously, all the percentages referring to respondents claiming willingness to undergo further
training are very high.
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Table 23
Other Disaster Related Training and Retraining Willingness

Retraining Willingness

Timing of Training Yes No
1 year or less ago 92.4 4.8
2 to 5 years ago 89.1 9.4
6 to 10 years ago 85.0 12.5
11 or more years ago 66.7 13.3

Note: The percentage base includes those who said "depends” regarding their retraining
willingness. The percentage in this "depends" category is not presented in the tabulation.

In all then, the data provide considerable support for the hypothesis that the more recent the
training experience, the greater the willingness to update one’s training. Whether the "halo effect"
or the “selective perception” dimension or the "time availability" factor provide the most plausible
explanation cannot be ascertained. The fact remains, however, that such interpretive concerns,
along with the aging effects, seem to be operative in inducing the major results. Furthermore, it
is also rather clear that a 10 year interval appears to be, in some sense, quite critical: in each
instance, the major difference lies between those whose training dates back more than 10 years
and those who were trained, by their own assertions, in the past 10 years.

F. Community Self-Help and Household Self-Help

In the introduction to this report, it was suggested that volunteering for emergency related
activities might involve self-help at the community level or, for that matter, at the household level.
In the former instance, this involves activities in connection with other residents of the community
and, basically, related to whatever institutionalized form of emergency management may exist. In
the latter instance, it has to do with the acquisition, maintenance and even furtherance of
knowledge and skills relevant to dealing with disasters and emergencies, but essentially for the
benefit of the individual and, of course, the family (or household).

In each case, whether it has to do with community level self-help or what has been termed
household level self-help, some training may be required so that the necessary know-how actually
is available when needed.

This kind of a conceptualization yields a clue how it might be possible to look at the data in

order to estimate whether particular respondents, and how many, seem more inclined to the
community level self-help programs or to the household level self-help pattern.

31




Untrained people who are willing to be trained and willing to volunteer for disaster and
emergency preparedness program are, in effect, saying that they are prepared to become
involved in a community level self-help effort.

Untrained people who are willing to be trained but not willing to volunteer for community
preparedness programs are, in a manner of speaking, saying that they would like to use
their training at the household level - or, for that matter, for the benefit of relatives, friends,
and close neighbors.

People with prior training who are willing to be retrained and are willing to volunteer for local
disaster and emergency preparedness programs are similarly more in the community level
self-help pattern.

Those with prior training who are willing to be retrained but not willing to participate, as
volunteers, in the community’s programs are, in turn, more oriented to preparedness at the

household level.

Those with some prior training but unwilling (or unable?) to be retrained are, in effect,
arguing that they do not need to update their training, cannot or, for whatever reasons,
prefer not to do so. Among these respondents, those who are willing to volunteer for EM
activities then seem to say that their past training remains adequate and that they would
become involved at the community level of self-help efforts; of course, some are also
(possibly) saying that they would become volunteers at the community level even if their
past training experience were irrelevant or their know-how obsolete since they could,
indeed, be volunteering for activities other than those for which their prior training may have
equipped them.

Amornig respondents not previously trained and also unwilling (or unable?) to participate in
training programs, those who say that they would, nonetheless, volunteer for disaster and
emergency preparedness programs seem to suggest that they would be prepared to
undertake whatever effort is needed by such programs and irrespective of their relative
absence of skills and know-how appropriate in disaster and emergency situations.

What do the data indicate along such conceptual lines?

Some 83.0 percent of those without prior training but willing to be trained are also willing
to volunteer for EM types of community programs: in terms previously specified, they are
community-oriented. They represent 18.2 percent of the total sample.

Some 9.5 percent of those with prior training and with expressed willingness to become
trained are not willing to become volunteers in a community EM effort: they might well be
construed as household-oriented. in the sample as a whole, these respondents represent
2.1 percent of Americans.
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- Among those who were trained and willing to be retrained, 84.9 percent are oriented to
community level activities in that they are also prepared to volunteer for EM programs in
general. They amount to 46.8 percent of the total sample (!).

- Inturn, 7.8 percent of those with prior training and willingness to be updated would not be
prepared to volunteer their time and effort for community EM programs. They are also,
within the conceptual framework provided, more household- than community-oriented. They
come to 4.3 percent of the sample.

- Untrained individuals and not intending to become trained are prepared to volunteer for
community programs in 45.6 percent of the instances and they account for 2.9 percent of
the sample.

- Trained individuals who do not express themselves willing to update their training would
tend to volunteer at a rate of 51.1 percent (and this amounts to 3.6 percent of the sample).
Their orientation, too, may be construed as community level interest.

- Finally, those with prior training but unwilling to be retrained yield a percentage of 17.8 of
those who would be also unwilling to volunteer for community EM programs. Assuming
that their disaster and emergency related know-how has not all but vanished or become
altogether obsolete, they are more oriented to household level of activity as it has been
specified previously. In the total sample, these individuals number 2.9 percent.

Overall then, some 68.6 percent of the sample in this inquiry tend to express an orientation to
disasters and emergencies which places them into the "community" level concerns; more
individual or household orientations are represented by 9.3 percent of the total sample. And there
are an additional 2.9 percent who claim no prior training and would not be willing to be trained but
would be likely to spend time and effort in voluntary work for community disaster and emergency
preparedness programs.

These results, if anything, lean toward providing conservative estimates: they ignore those who
may have said "depends" either to the item on willingness to be trained or retrained or the item
on willingness to volunteer or, for that matter, to both of these items. The "depends" types of
respondents certainly cannot be classified as saying "no" in terms of either willingness to be
trained or retrained or to their volunteering intentions. Thus, in a practical sense, it is fair to
conclude that many of these respondents would, under favorable circumstance, undertake training
or retraining and would also be likely to volunteer for appropriate community disaster and
emergency programs.
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G. Highlights

The major conclusions as they pertain to previous training experiences of the respondents may
now be summed up:

1. People with some prior disaster and emergency related training are more likely to have
served as volunteers than people without such training.

2. These previously trained respondents are also more inclined to become volunteers for
preparedness programs in their communities than are people without prior training
experiences.

3. The trained people are more likely to be willing to update their training, to be retrained, than
are people without previous training.

4. But, regardiess of training and the type of training, the willingness to volunteer; and the
willingness to be trained or retrained is very high.

5. People trained in the past 10 years are substantially more likely to claim their intentions to
become retrained than are people whose training experience dates back beyond the past
decade; and this holds regardless of whether the previous training involved health-related
or war-related or other types of training involvements.

6. Basically, the more recent the training experience the higher the willingness to be retrained.

7. By far, most respondents are oriented to volunteer service activities at the community rather
than self help activities at the household level or on a more private level: these are
respondents willing to volunteer for the community’s disaster and emergency preparedness
programs who were trained previously and willing to be updated in their know-how, those
who had no prior training but would be prepared to be trained, and those who, with prior
training, are unwilling to be retrained. Close to 70 percent of the sample fall into these
categories.

8. Some 10 percent of the respondents appear to be more oriented to household, or private,
level of self-help. Trained or untrained, these are people willing to be retrained or acquire
new disaster related skills, though they are unwilling to volunteer for community programs;
and they are also those trained people who are not willing to be retrained and updated and
who are also unwilling to volunteer for community programs.

9. In each grouping (by training/absence of prior training and willingness/unwilligness to be
retrained or trained), the percentages of those willing to serve as EM programs volunteers
are very high indeed. Only among those who, trained or not previously trained, were
unlikely to want to become trained or retrained are just about as many people not willing
to volunteer for EM programs as there are respondents not prepared to do so.
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The data on people with prior training who expressed their willingness to participate in training
programs may, however, mask an important consideration which, given the information available,
cannot really be empirically resolved: some, if not many, of these people may prefer to acquire,
in the course of further training, skills and know-how other than that which they have already, at
some time, been trained for. Thus it may be, in some or many instances, not so much a matter
of "retraining," but actually of new training as well.

Be that as it may, there is, however, little doubt in light of the data that educational and training
efforts which would enhance the knowledge and skills to cope effectively with emergencies and
disasters appear to have considerable appeal. Any given training course is. of course, unlikely to
attract the kinds of numbers of people that the data imply: not everyone willing to be trained is
likely to view any and all such programs relevant, applicable or even interesting. It is not clear from
the data which kinds of training programs would be appealing and to what segments of those
desirous to be retrained or trained.

Similarly, on any given day and at any given time of the day, the potential numbers of those
able to participate, even if otherwise altogether willing, cannot but represent a fraction of the total
pool of those "interested." Yet, the very high levels of expressed willingness do suggest a major
opportunity to advance the disaster and emergency coping capabilities by educational and training
programs for members of the national public.
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VI. BACKGROUND FACTORS

A. Some Baseline Considerations

In inquiries using the survey technique, it is altogether routine to ascertain some background,
socio-cultural or demographic characteristics of the respondents. This, of course, is done so that
it becomes possible to ask whether people who vary on some salient background trait(s) also vary
in their responses to items central to the inquiry, or whether they actually are similar in their
responses regardless of the particular socio-cultural characteristic.

Among the background factors explicitly considered here, and at this time, are included: the
respondent’s gender, racial background, age, marital status and the number of people in the
household, education, household income, number of wage earners in the household, number of
labor union members, religious preference and self-evaluated religiosity.

So the questions, at this stage of the analysis Auite simple ones, are of the following kind: Do
women and men differ, or are they alike, in their evaluations of possible community self-help
programs; in their willingness to volunteer for programs of disaster and emergency preparedness;
in their wilingness to be trained or retrained in some skills pertinent to the dealing with
emergencies and disasters? The questions then, of course, have the same essential, and to
repeat, simple, format with respect to each of the background characteristics.

B. Gender

1. The idea of community self-help efforts is somewhat more appealing to women than to men
(the index values are 63.0 and 59.2 respectively).

2. Women are also giving somewhat higher rating (56.7) to the effectiveness of local
emergency management programs than do the men (51.6) and, similarly, to Federal
program effectiveness (the index being 49.1 for women and 45.6 for men).

3. Women have been slightly more involved in voluntary activities in the course of the previous
year than were men (35.8 percent compared with 33.4 percent).

4. More women (81.5 percent) then men (78.5 percent) expressed their willingness to be
trained or retrained in disaster-related skills and know-how.

5. Women, once again, somewhat more than men (77.9 percent contrasted with 75.7 percent

respectively) claimed their willingness to volunteer for community disaster preparedness
programs.

In themselves, none of these differences between men and women are particularly striking and
certainly none are "dramatic." But the pattern accounts for the substantive significance of the
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result: quite consistently, women are more disposed, if only slightly so, to the kinds of activities
which involve ways of coping with disasters and emergencies.

There are, however, no real differences in the overriding tendency of all respondents, and thus
regardless of gender: the idea of seif-help gets a higher rating than does the perceived
effectiveness of local disaster related activities which, in turn, is rated as better (more effective)
than are Federal programs. Similarly, the existing voluntary involvements, the willingness to
volunteer and the inclination to be trained or retrained generate very high percentages in the
positive categories for men and women alike.

C. Raciai Background

Some caution is in order: blacks are somewhat under-represented in the sample (5.6 percent),
and the estimates are thus more likely to be less robust than are the data for whites. Here, the
few Hispanics who fell into the sample are omitted from considerations since there are, indeed,
simply too few cases on which to base any estimation. This is also the case with respondents of
other, such as Asian/Oriental backgrounds. The term "whites" as it is used here then is applicable
to respondents who reported to be "white," but other than of Hispanic heritage.

1. Whites more than blacks rate local program effectiveness higher (55.9 and 42.4 are the
corresponding index values) as they do the effectiveness of Federal programs (48.2
compared with 44.0).

2. More than blacks (whose index value is 54.3), the white respondents (with an index of 62.5)
find the idea of community self-help programs appealing.

3. Inthe past years, blacks and whites reported voluntary activities at just about the same rate
(35.1 percent for blacks, 34.8 percent for whites).

4. But more than whites (76.1 percent), the black respondents (87.8 percent) expressed their
willingness to be trained or retrained, and they were (93.2 percent) more will. - to volunteer
for community disaster and emergency programs than were the whites (79.5 percent).

Thus black Americans view the effectiveness of both local and Federal programs somewhat
lower than do the whites, and they find the idea of self- help efforts also less appealing than do
their white counterparts but, at the same time, they are more inclined to express their willingness
to undergo training as well as to volunteer for emergency and disaster preparedness programs.
And they reported about the same level of prior voluntary service as did the white respondents.’

L £ - may seem like a contradiction that the self-help concept

seems somewhat less supported by the blacks but they, at the same
time, are inclined to volunteer more. It must be recalled that the
item seeking an evaluation of the self-help concept stipulated that
these are programs at the community 1level which involve no
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D. Age

In the study, detailed data on respondent’s age are available: in fact, |n terms of the year of

birth.

To simplify the analysis here, five age groupings were generated:?> those in the 18 to 24

year bracket, those 25 to 34 years old, 35 to 49 year olds, those between 50 and 64, and, finally,
respondents 65 years of age and older.

1.

There is a tendency for the effectiveness ratings of local EM programs to increase with
increasing age. Thus the rating index yields a value of 50.2 for the youngest category of
respondents (18-24), 52.4 for the next grouping (25-34), 55.0 for those in the 35-49 years
bracket, 57.9 for the 50-64 year olds and 57.0 for those 65 years of age and older.

In the assessment of the effectiveness of Federal programs, the differences are quite small,
with the oldest grouping (65 years and older) giving the highest relative rating (49.6) and
the age category just below that (50 to 64 years) the lowest rating (44.5).

By contrast, the relative appeal of the concept volunteer service at the community level is
the lower the higher the age. The index values decline consistently, though again, even
when the extreme groupings are considered, the youngest and the oldest, the difference
is a small one. From the youngest to the oldest categories, the indices are 63.7, 63.5, 62.2,
59.6 and 58.6.

Respondents in the 35-49 and 50-64 age categories reported more voluntary activity in the
past year (37.6 percent and 36.8 percent respectively) than did other respondents, with
those 65 years and older claiming least involvement in "past year's" volunteering (27.5
percent).

The willingness to be trained or retrained is highest in the youngest age categories (88.4
among the 18-24 year olds and 90.5 percent among those in the 25-34 year age bracket)
and then it tends to decline with age (87.0 percent among those 35-49 years of age, 73.6
percent in the 50-64 year grouping, and 45.0 percent in the category of oldest
respondents).

Willingness to volunteer for EM types of preparedness programs declines with increasing
age. The percentages, from the youngest to the oldest grouping are: 87.1, 80.2, 77.6, 74.0
and 65.

Governmment runairg—at all, while volunteering for emergency and

disaster preparedness programs evokes participation in existing
activities at the local Governmental level where such activities
are vested.

2 The availability of detailed age data, of course, also

means that other groupings can be constructed as needed or as
appropriate.
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In summary, if somewhat simplified, terms: older respondents think somewhat better of the
effectiveness of existing local programs than do younger respondents, but they are less impressed
by the idea of self-help, they have done less voluntary work and are less likely to undergo further
training or retraining and to volunteer for EM programs. The pattern is particularly true about the
oldest category of respondents, 65 years of age and older, among who the lower percentages of
expressed "willingness” cannot be generally construed as "unwillingness" but often as inability
due to age itself or its coupling with health and other (low income, for instance) problems.

E. Marital Status

1. The basic pattern in assessments of emergency preparedness effectiveness holds
regardless of marital status: thus single as well as married respondents, the divorced and
separated as well as widowed interviewees give higher ratings to the effectiveness of
community programs than to Federal programs, and the idea of self-help efforts yields
consistently even higher index values than does the assessment of existing community
programs.

2. Though the differences are but subtle, single and married people  express lower
satisfaction with both community and Federal emergency management programs than do
other respondents (divorced, separated, widowed). For single respondents (N =336), for
instance, the community effectiveness index is 53.2, while it is 58.6 among the widowed
respondents (N=107); the evaluation of Federal programs leads to values of 46.9 and 51.0
for these two groups respectively.

3. In turn, single respondents (index value of 63.9) are somewhat more impressed by the
self-help concept than are the married (index of 60.9), the divorced and separated (60.9)
or widowed (60.3).

4. The widowed respondents, 31.1 percent, and 28.6 among the divorced and separated ones
represent lower rates of volunteering in the course of the past years than the rates reported
by married (35.7 percent) and single (35.2 percent) respondents.

5. Single and married respondents (with percentages of 86.9 and 81.4) were more likely to
claim their willingness to undergo emergency related training (or retraining) than were the
divorced and separated (78.1 percent) and much more so than the widowed respondents
(50.0 percent).

6. With respect to expressed willingness to volunteer for disaster preparedness programs,
only the widowed respondents tend to yeild a lower percentage, though it is still very high,
than do others.

- Single respondents - 78.5 percent

- Married respondents - 77.9 percent
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- Divorced and separated respondents - 77.1 percent, and

- Widowed respondents - 65.4 percent.

Thus, single, married as well as divorced respondents are most probable candidates for
participation in appropriate self-help activities related to disaster and emergency preparedness and
these respondents, of course, constitute by far the largest segments of the population. In the
sample, the singles constitute 24.1 percent, and the married 61.9 percent, of the total.

F. Size of Household

1.

There are, in effect, no differences of note in the evaluations of ccmmunity as well as
Federal program effectiveness among respondents living in households of varying
(reported) sizes. The community effectiveness index indicates, as before, a rating of
"somewhat better than good" (somewhat over 50 in terms of the index value), and it
exceeds 55 (with a value of 56.7) only among respondents living alone (N=226). The
Federal programs rating, typically "somewhat worse than good" (with index values in the
higher 40’s) has its lowest value (45.7) among respondents in large households (5 or more
persons, N=202).

The idea of community self-help is appreciated most by single person households (index
of 63.5), while the index is just around 61 for respondents from households of other sizes.

Involvement in previous year's volunteering turns out to be highest in the largest
households, those with five or more residents: 46.5 percent of them reported such activities.
The percentage is the lowest (29.7 percent) in two-person households, and it lies between
33 and 36 percent for those in single-person, three- and four-person households.

The larger the household, the greater the willingness to participate in training or retraining
programs. The percentages go from 67.0 (one-person household) to 77.5 (two-person) to
83.1 (three-person) to 87.5 (four-person) and in the largest households 88.0 percent
claimed that they would be prepared to undergo emergency related training.

There are also differences in expressions of willingness to volunteer for community disaster
preparedness programs: the pattern is somewhat different from that regarding propensities
to participate in training, though the lowest volunteering willingness (67.0 percent) is also
the response of one-person households. Here, however, the highest percentage (83.0) is
among those in three-person households, and the next highest (82.3 percent) among
respondents in four-person households. The data show inclination to volunteer on the part
of 78.4 percent of those in the largest househoids, and 74.5 percent in the two-person
households.
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G income

The study instrument provided for a number of income categories (brackets). For the
purposes of this analysis, the data were grouped into four major categories: those earning less
than $10,000, those with reported incomes between $10,000 and (less than) $25,000, those with
earnings between $25,000 and (less than) $40,000 and, finally, the respondents with annual
incomes of $40,000 or more.

1. There are no differences by reported approximate household income in the ratings
assigned to both community and Federal emergency and disaster preparedness programs.

2. The idea of self-help activities is rated somewnhat higher by the higher income earners: the
index has a value of 62.3 among those with incomes of $40,000 or more, and it is 63.1
among respondents in the $25,000 to $40,000 bracket. Among those with earnings of less
than $10,000 per annum, the index is 60.6, and its value is 60.7 for those with incomes
between $10,000 and $25,000.

3. Essentially: the higher the income the greater the likelihood of having reported participation
in voluntary activities in the course of the previous year. The highest participation rate (40.1
percent) characterized respondents with earnings between $25,000 and $40,000; the lowest
rate of participation was among the respondents with the lowest earnings (less than
$10,000 per year): 25.6 percent of them mentioned some volunteering effort.

4. The same basic pattern is reflected in the data on willingness to volunteer for disaster
related programs: 81.0 percent of respondents with earnings between $25,000 and $40,000
stated their positive intentions (N=421, the modal category in terms of the income
diswributicn); 75.8 percent stated their willingness among those with incomes exceeding
$40,000 (N =343) and the percentage was 75.6 percent and 74.0 percent for respondents
with incomes between $10,000 and $25,000 and those with less than $10,000 yearly.

5. The higher the income, the greater the readiness to participate in training and retraining
programs:

- 71.3 percent of respondents (N=129) with less than $10,000 incomes expressed their
willingness to be trained,;

- Among those with earnings of $10,000 to $25,000, 76.3 percent said so;

- 83.2 percent of respondents with incomes of $25,000 to $40,000 were prepared to
undergo training or retraining, and

- 88.2 percent of respondents in the highest income category ($40,000 or more) were
similarly inclined.
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H. Number of Wage Earners

Some 12.0 percent of the respondents reported that there was no wage earner, currently, in
the household. In 37.2 percent of the households there was one wage earner and in 39.7 percent
two wage earners. Three or more employed residents were reported in 11.1 percent of the
households.

1. Community disaster preparedness programs rate slightly better (with an index value of 58.6)
in households with no wage earners than in other households (with typical values around
54.0).

2. Federal programs were rated in their effectiveness essentially in the same manner by the
respondents regardless of the number of wage earners in the household.

3. The idea of self-help was just about equally appealing to all four *number of wage earner”
groupings.

4. The greater the number of wage earners in the household, the higher the rate of previous
year’s volunteering involvements:

- 29.0 percent reported some voluntary activity in households without any wage earner;

- In households with one member as the income producer, the volunteering rate was
33.8 percent;

- Households with two wage earners yielded a 35.7 percent volunteering rate;

- In households with three or more wage earners, the volunteering claims amounted to
40.8 percent.

5. The willingness to participate in training/retraining programs related to disaster
preparedness was lowest, and relatively low indeed, in the households with no (current)
wage earners: 55.0 percent. In all other households, the percentage exceeded 80.0 and
it was 87.5 percent in households with two employed persons.

6. Similarly, the lowest percentage (65.9 percent) of those willing to volunteer their time and
effort for community disaster preparedness programs was found among respondents with
no wage earner in the household.

- Inresidences with two wage earners, the volunteering willingness rate was 80.3 percent;
- In households with more than two wage earners, it was 79.5 percent;

- And in households with one wage earner, 76.8 percent.
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It is certainly fair to say that, on balance, households in which no one is employed and earning
wages or salaries, though this probably would not hold for female headed households with young
children where the mother’s time is, if anything, at a minimum. But it is precisely in these
households in which the inclination toward voluntary participation is the lowest. Yet, of course,
even the lowest percentages remain rather high so the result must be interpreted in the light of
the prevailing and dominant tendencies to express strong willingness to participate - whether in
training and retraining activities or in general emergency and disaster preparedness programs.

|. Labor Union Membership

For the purposes of this analysis, the distinction is made only between households (80.6
percent of all) with no labor/trade union member(s) and those with at least one such member.

1. In households with no labor union members, both community and Federal program
effectiveness receives a slightly higher rating.

2. The concept of self-help, rated again higher than the effectiveness of existing community
or Federal programs, yields essentially identical indices in both groups: 61.8 in households
with no union membership and 60.7 in households with one or more members in organized
labor.

3. Households with at least one member in the unions reported slightly more volunteering in
the course of the previous year (36.2 percent) than did households with no union
member(s) (34.4 percent).

4. There is no difference between households with or without union member(s) in either the
willingness to participate in training or retraining programs or in the propensity to volunteer
for community disaster preparedness programs in general.

J. Education

Although more detailed data on formal educational experience are available, only three major
groupings are used in this analysis: people with completed high school education or less, a
category which also includes those who said that they had attended technical schools; people
with some, but incomplete, college experience; and those with college degrees or with formal
education beyond the first college degree.

1. The indices providing information about the evaluation of effectiveness of community and
Federal emergency and disaster programs yield similar values regardless of the level of
formal education. Invariably, the community programs are rated somewhat more effective
than are Federal programs.
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2. The self-help concept receives a somewhat lower mark (the index value is 58.8) among
respondents with high school or less education than among people with some college
background (index of 64.2) or with coliege or more schooling (index of 64.1).

3. The higher the educational attainment the greater the reported rate of voluntary activities
in the past year:

- For those with high school or less education, the volunteering rate was 26.5 percent;
- For respondents with some college background, it was 38.2 percent;

- For the formally most educated respondents, the participation in previous year’s
volunteering was 44.5 percent.

4. The higher the education, the greater the tendency to be willing to undergo training or
retraining: for the three educational groupings, the percentages were 76.8, 82.2 and 84.5
respectively.

5. Though, of course, all the percentages are very high indeed, the willingness to volunteer
for disaster preparedness programs was relatively lowest among the most educated (75.7
percent, N=448) highest among those with some, but not complete, college education
(78.2 percent, N=289), and it was 77.7 percent among respondents with the least formal
schooling (N=631).

K. Religious Preference

There are not enough cases in the study to permit a detailed differentiation by religious
preferences of some of the respondents. To be sure, the sample includes many Protestants and
Roman Catholics, but rather few others. Thus for the purposes of analysis, respondents with
"other than" either Protestant or Roman Catholic preference were grouped together as "Other."
With some 180 respondents claiming no religious affiliation, this category was left as a separate
one.

In effect then, the comparisons here concern Protestants, Roman Catholics, those with
religious affiliations "other than" either Protestant or Catholic, and those without any reported
religious preference.

1. The effectiveness rating of community disaster programs is higher for Protestants and
Catholics (index values of 56.1 and 56.5 respectively) than for "Others" (index of 50.6) and
for those without a religious affiliation (index of 51.5).
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2. Federal programs are rated similarly by Catholics, Protestants and "Others" while their
lowest rating (index value of 44.1) occurs on the part of people without a religious
preference.

3. The idea of self-help activities has an essentially similar appeal across these religious
groupings. Protestants (index of 61.3) and those without a religious affiliation (index value
of 59.1) are very slightly less sanguine about the idea than are Catholics (index of 63.2)
or "Others" (index of 63.3).

4. People with "other than" Protestant or Catholic preference reported a higher volunteering
rate in the previous year (41.4 percent) than did either Catholics (36.4 percent) or
Protestants (33.6 percent). Respondents without a religious preference claimed volunteering
in 31.4 percent of the instances.

5. As for willingness to be trained or retrained or, for that matter, disposition to volunteer for
disaster preparedness programs, the differences are also rather subtle:

- People with "other than" Protestant or Catholic preference were most likely to volunteer
(80.2 percent), and 80.0 percent of them were also willing to participate in training
programs.

- 76.1 percent of the Roman Catholics would be inclined to become volunteers, and 82.6
percent of them incicated their willingness to be trained or retrained.

- Among the respondents with "no" religious preference, 83.1 percent would be willing to
be trained, and 74.0 percent would be likely to volunteer their effort for community
emergency preparedness programs.

- 77.7 percent of the Protestants indicated their inclination to volunteer, and 79.0 percent
their willingness to partake of training or retraining programs.

Quite a few of the respondents classified as "Others" here are adherents of Judaism. All
studies of volunteering indicate that Americans of Jewish background tend to participate
somewhat more than do pecple of other religious preferences and of other ethnic backgrounds.
While the rather small number of Jewish respondents in the sample does not permit a firm
conclusion, it is rather probable that the high propensity of “other than" Protestants or Catholics
both to participate in training programs and to volunteer for community disaster preparedness
programs results from such tendencies on the part of Jewish respondents.

Yet, of course, religious preference in these broadly conceived terms does not "produce” any
sharp differences in perceptions and attitudes explored in this particular inquiry.
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L. Religiosity

Religious affiliations are certainly not exactly the same thing as is the strength of religious
feelings. This variable, that of “religiosity," was included as a separate item. The respondents
were asked to say how strongly religious they were. The response categories included: very
strongly, strongly, moderately, not so strongly and not strongly at all. In all, some 39.9 percent
of the respondents claim that they were “very strongly" religious; 28.3 were "strongly" but not very
strongly religious; 20.9 percent were but "moderately” religious, and 7.3 percent reported that they
were “not so strongly religious.” Finally, those who were, by their own reports, essentially not
religious at all amounted to 3.5 percent of the sample.

1.

The stronger the religiosity, the more favorable the evaluation of effectiveness of community
disaster programs and also the more favorable the evaluation of Federal programs:

- Among the "very strongly religious" respondents, the community program rating index
has a value of 56.9, and the Federal programs yield an index of 49.1.

- Among the "strongly” religious, the respective indices are 54.6 and 47.7.

- Respondents with reporting to be "moderately” religious the two indices have values
of 52.3 and 48.0 respectively.

- For those who were "not so strongly religious," the index values turn out to be 52.2
and 42.7.

- Finally, among respondents evaluating their religiosity as very low (if any at all), the
indices were 42.2 and 40.4.

The stronger the religiosity, the higher the support for the idea of "self-help" programs.
From those "very strongly religious" to those essentially "not religious" at all, the indices
display the following pattern: 62.4, 61.5, 61.4, 60.9, and 51.1. In effect, of course, this
means that the assessment of self-help concepts is just about as high regardiess of
religiosity except for those respondents (3.5 percent of the sample) who were basically not
religious at all.

The most secular respondents, the least religious, were most likely to have reported
previous year’s voluntary activities (40.9 percent). Beyond that, the stronger the claimed
religiosity, the higher the rate of volunteering: 37.5 percent among the “very strongly
religious," 35.9 percent among the "strongly religious," 33.8 percent among the "moderately
religious" and 27.5 percent among those with but weak religiosity.

Only among respondents whose religiosity, by their own reports, was rather weak does the
percentage of those willing to participate in training/retraining programs fall below 80.0
percent: it is, actually, 76.4 percent. For all other groups, the percentage is above 80.0
percent; and there are, in fact, no differences in terms of strength of religious feeling.
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5. In principle, the stronger the religiosity the greater the tendency to volunteer for community
disaster preparedness programs. Some 78.9 percent among the “very strongly religious"
would volunteer; 69.8 percent among those reporting essentially no religious sentiments.
The pattern breaks down only in that respondents who were "moderately religious" yielded
the second lowest percentage, high though it is anyway (74.3 percent).

There is little doubt about the implications of these types of findings: people who are rather
deeply religious are more likely to be involved in the kinds of programs which they feel may
benefit their communities; and, at the same time, most people tend to claim to be rather religious
- only about 11 percent altogether fall into the "weak" or "no" religiosity categories.

M. Highlights

What might be said about the results in summary form? A sketch of the prevailing tendencies

follows:

1. In no population §egmgnt3 do we find deviation from the dominant views:

The effectiveness of community disaster and emergency preparedness/management
programs is rated higher than the perceived effectiveness of Federal programs.

The idea of self-help consistently has ratings that exceed those of the existing
community programs.

In verbal terms* the concept of community self-help efforts is close to being rated, on
the average, as a "very good" idea, the effectiveness of community programs is seen
as "somewhat better than good." and the effectiveness of Federal programs as

"somewhat worse than good."

Prior year's volunteering reports never fall below 20 percent for any demographic
segment of the population.

Intentions to participate in training and retraining programs as well as willingness to
volunteer for community disaster preparedness efforts always exceed 50 percent of the

3 The term "segment" refers to a portion of the sample that

is homogeneous on some specified background/demographic/socio-
cultural characteristics. "Women" or Ypeople earning $25,000 to
$40,000" or "very strongly religious" respondents are examples of
such "segments." )

4 Qualitative ratings from "excellent" to "poor" were

obtained in the course of the interview. These were transformed
into numeric indices throughout.
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10.

11.

respondents and are, in fact, most generally of the order of three guarters of the
respondents.

Hence, the principal finding reflects robust homogeneity of the population in their
perceptions of community and Federal programs effectiveness, in their assessment of the
possible value of self-help activities at the community level, in volunteering history, in
willingness to partake of training/retraining as well as in their willingness to volunteer time
and effort for the community’s disaster and emergency management programs.

Women are slightly more inclined to volunteer than men and the idea of self-help is also
slightly more appealing to them.

The self-help notion is somewhat more appealing to whites than to blacks, but black
Americans, unfortunately a bit under-represented in the sample (6.0 percent, so some
caution is required) are more likely to volunteer as well as to undergo training or retraining
in disaster related programs.

Younger people more than older ones, and especially more than the elderly of 65 years of
age and over, find the self-help idea more promising and they are also more inclined to
volunteer for disaster preparedness programs.

Single and married respondents rate self-help higher than do the divorced, separated, and
widowed respondents, and they are also more likely to participate in voluntary efforts at the
community level, both with regard to wilingness to be trained and to more general
disaster-related activities.

Respondents living by themselves think somewhat better of the self-help concepts than do
others; but the willingness to participate in training programs is the greater the larger the
household size, and volunteering willingness is the highest in households with three or four
persons.

The self-help concept finds strongest resonance among higher income households than
in others, and the higher the income the greater the likelihood of participation in training
programs. Respondents in higher income households are also most inclined to volunteer
their time and effort, with those in the $25,000 to $40,000 category indicating the strongest
propensity to do so.

Least, though still strong, participation can be expected from respondents in households
in which there is no wage earner (at least at the time of the study).

People in households with one or more labor union members react just about the same
way as do respondents in household in which no one is a member of organized labor.

The more formally educated respondents, with some college background or more, are

more likely to participate in voluntary activities than are respondents with less formal
educational backgrounds.
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12. There are no differences to note between Protestants and Roman Catholics. Respondents
of religious preference “other than Protestant or Catholic* (many of them Jewish but not
enough of them in the sample to be analyzed separately) are most likely to participate both
in training programs and in community volunteering.

13. The stronger the religiosity, the greater the likelihood of involvement, and the more support
is given to the self-help idea. But also respondents who claim not to be religious at all are
quite likely to volunteer for community preparedness programs.

Perhaps it cannot be sufficiently emphasized that the differences between and among the
various demographic segments of the population are but subtle ones. The key pattern is one of
national consensus: the idea of self-help is just about a "very good" one; the expressed
willingness to undergo training or retraining is very high and so is the willingness to work as a
volunteer in community disaster preparedness and management programs.
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VII. SETTINGS

A. Some Basi nsideration

It is, perhaps, trivial to say that people live in different parts of the country. The sample, of
course, reflects this variability in the nesting of the respondents. Information acquired in the
course of this (telephone) survey permits an easy identification of the county of residence of each
of the interviewees.

Some respondents live in less populous counties. Others, in counties with a large population.
To what extent, if any at all, might there be variation in reactions to community and Federal
disaster preparedness programs “as a function” of the population size of the counties in which the
respondents reside? To what extent might there be differences in the evaluation of the
worthwhileness of the self-help concept, in prior volunteering experiences, in willingness to be
trained/retrained or in wilingness to become a volunteer for community programs of disaster
preparedness?

To address these issues, the respondents were categorized into four basic groups dependent
on the population size in their respective counties.

- 26.6 percent live in counties, the least populous ones, with fewer than 50,000 people.

- 10.5 percent turn out to reside in counties with a population of 50,000 to (less than)
250,000.

- 27.3 percent inhabit counties where there are at least 250,000 people but fewer than
1,000,000.

- The remaining 35.5 percent are in counties with a population of 1,000,000 or more.

These broad groupings are used here to explore the similarities and differences in public views
on the questions on which this report focuses.

It is, quite similarly, altogether pertinent to ask the same kinds of questions with regard to the
various major regions of the country. For the purposes of this analysis, the regions were defined

in terms of the administrative regions as used by the Federal Emergency Management Agency.
There are ten such regions:

- 5.5 percent of the respondents reside in (FEMA) Region | (Connecticut, Maine,
Massachusetts, New Hampshire, Rhode Island and Vermont).

- 9.3 percent are in Region Il (New York, New Jersey, Puerto Rico and the Virgin Islands, but
there are no data in this study from the latter two areas in this Region).
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- In Region lll (Delaware, District of Columbia, Maryland, Pennsylvania, Virginia and West
Virginia), there are 11.2 of the respondents.

- Region |V (Alabama, Florida, Georgia, Kentucky, Mississippi, North Carolina, South Carolina
and Tennessee) is the residence of 17.0 percent of the respondents.

- 23.1 percent live in Region V (lllinois, Indiana, Michigan, Minnesota, Ohio and Wisconsin).

- Arkansas, Louisiana, New Mexico, Oklahoma and Texas form the administrative Region Vi,
and 10.2 percent of the interviewees reside there.

- In Region VI (lowa, Kansas, Missouri and Nebraska), there are 6.8 percent of the
respondents.

- 3.9 percent live in Region VIl (Colorado, Montana, North Dakota, South Dakota, Utah and
Wyoming).

- In Region IX (Arizona, California, Hawaii, Nevada, Samoa, Guam and the Trust Territories),
there are 8.8 percent of the respondents but no data were acquired from Hawaii, Samoa,
Guam or the Trust Territories in this study.

- Finally, 4.1 percent of the interviewees reside in Region X (Alaska, ldaho, Oregon,
Washington, but there are no data in this study from Alaska).

The single most impressive finding with regard to individual and household "background
factors," as in the previous section of the paper, indicates a pattern of consensus, of homogeneity
across the nation regardless of the more specific characteristics of the respondents and their
households. Some differences, of course, exist but they are consistently rather minor ones even
though they display a degree of orderliness which cannot, and was not, neglected.

To what extent is there such homogeneity in the public views when one considers the
population size of their counties of residence or the administrative region in which they live? To

what extent are there differences that merit attention? These then are the central questions in this,
and final, analytic exploration.

B. Size of Population

The data of Table 24 show only small differences in the evaluations of effectiveness of either
community or Federal disaster and emergency management programs.
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Table 24

Views On Community and Federal Program Effectiveness

County Effectiveness Indices
Population Community  Federal
Less than 50,000 53.3 46.6
50,000 < 250,000 55.8 46.4
250,000 < 1,000,000 57.1 48.2
1,000,000 or more 53.4 48.3

In the least and most populous counties, community programs are thus seen as slightly less
effective than is the case in the "middle" two categories of counties. Federal programs, in turn,
are slightly more appreciated in the two more populous types of counties than in the two less
populous ones. But again, as has been shown throughout, the relative rating of community
programs exceeds the rating of Federal efforts regardless of the population size of the county of
respondent’s residence.

In the least and most populous counties, the idea of self-help is slightly less attractive than it
is in counties with a population between 50,000 and 1,000,000.

- The index has a value of 58.9 in the least populous counties.
- It has a value of 61.0 in counties with 1,000,000 or more residents.
- . In counties in the 50,000 < 250,000 bracket, the index value comes to 63.1.

- The index has a value of 64.4 among respondents who live in counties with 250,000 <
1,000,000 residents.

Self-help efforts are thus seen as "quite good" regardless of the population size of areas of the
residences of the study respondents.

The data in Table 25 shed light on the volunteering experiences as well as propensities of the
respondents.
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Table 25
Volunteering Claims and Intentions

Percentages

County Last Year's Participation Willingness
Population Volunteers Training Volunteer
Less that 50,000 35.0 78.1 79.2
50,000 < 250,000 30.5 75.7 73.6
250,000 < 1,000,000 33.9 80.2 76.5
1,000,000 or more 36.6 83.5 : 76.7

The results certainly reveal no major differences. In the least and most populous counties, prior
year’s volunteering rates are somewhat higher than they are in the two other groups of counties.
in the two most populous contexts of the respondents, the willingness to be trained somewhat
exceeds that shown by interviewees in the less populous counties. And willingness to volunteer
for the community’s disaster preparedness programs is higher in the least populous counties.

Among residents living in counties with 50,000 but fewer than 250,000 residents, the data
suggest consistently somewhat less previous volunteering, a slightly lesser inclination to
participate in training/retraining programs and also a slightly less propensity for volunteering for
programs of disaster and emergency preparedness. But, of course, the difference (though a
consistent one) is only a small one, and the reported claims remain at a very high level indeed.

C. Regions

The data of Table 26 indicate regional variation in public assessments of effectiveness of
community and Federal disaster preparedness programs. These, to repeat, are administrative
regions in use by the Federal Emergency Management Agency and a number of other Federal
Government departments and agencies at this time.

Both community and Federal programs get their highest effectiveness ratings in Region X (for
which the study has some data from Oregon, Washington and Idaho only, to the exclusion of
Alaska). The lowest marks on effectiveness of both community and Federal programs result from
responses of interviewees in Region | and the ratings are also relatively low in Region IX.
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Table 26
Regional Views on Community and Regional Program Effectiveness

Effectiveness Indices

Region Community Federal
Region I 49.0 41.0
Region II 55.8 48.1
Region III 57.4 47.7
Region IV 53.3 49.9
Region V 55.8 48.1
Region VI 56.7 49.0
Region VIII 55.8 46.0
Region IX 51.2 45.1
Region X 62.0 50.4
National Average 54.6 47.6

But again: in all Regions, community efforts are assigned higher ratings then are Federal
programs, the smallest difference in this regard occurring in Region IV. Here, the evaluations of
community programs is, compared with other Regions, relatively low (and below the national
average), while the rating of Federal activities is second highest (with a value of 49.9) to Region
X (with its index value of 50.4).

Thus the indices are below the national average on community programs in Regions |, IX and
IV, and they fall below the nation’s average in Regions I, IX, VIi and VIIl when it comes to
assessments of Federal program effectiveness.

Table 27 shows that the self-help concept yields indices which are more homogeneous than
are the corresponding evaluations of either community or Federal programs, relative to which the
differences between the extremes are rather sharp. The findings also replicate a conclusion to
which no exception has been found across the spectrum of analytic foci: the self-help idea has,
in each and every Region, ratings higher than those assigned to the effectiveness of community
programs (which, again with similar consistency, always "rate" better than do Federal programs).

55




Table 27
Perceived Effectiveness of Self-help

Perceived Self-help

Region Effectiveness
Region I 63.3
Region II 65.2
Region III 57.9
Region IV 62.3
Region V 60.4
Region VI 60.9
Region VII 60.4
Region VIII 66.4
Region IX 60.5
Region X ' 66.5
National average 61.6

Now if the regional findings on community and Federal program effectiveness as well as the
indices on possible effectiveness of self-help efforts at the community level are "anchored” in the
national averages, seven major patterns (out of eight possible ones) emerge. This "anchoring"
simply means that the results for each Region may be viewed as yielding index values "above" or
"below" the nation’s average. The patterns are displayed in Table 28.

Table 28

Effectiveness Indices Relative to National Average

Effectiveness Relative to
National Average

Pattern Community Federal Self-~help Regions
A Above Above Above II, X
B Above Above Below I11, v, VI
C Above Below Above VIII
D Above Below Below VII
E Below Above Above Iv
F Below Below Above I
G Below Below Below IX
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Some rather bold interpretations seem suggested by the results, provided that it is recognized
that the "analytic anchorage" (in terms of “national averages") is not necessarily in any way
isomorphic to the actual rationale for the responses obtained from respondents from the
respective regions. This means, above all, that there is no factual reason to assume, and perhaps
many reasons not to assume), that people can somehow have a sense of "national" patterns of
effectiveness to which, in turn, they might be comparing the relative effectiveness of their
community’s programs or the effectiveness of Federal activities. Yet, even subject to such
conceptual limitations, there may well be a kind of "interpretive story” to be told.

1. Pattern A (above the national average on all three indices) seems to say: community
programs are quite good, and Federal programs are fairly good; self-help efforts might
further strengthen the community disaster response capabilities. (Regions Il, X)

2. Pattern B, in turn, suggests that community and Federal programs are reasonably effective
as is, and while self-help types of efforts might be worthwhile, they are not "essential.”
(Regions fl1, V, VI)

3. Pattern C indicates that community efforts are quite good though Federal programs leave
something to be desired, and self-help activities could enhance the quality of community
disaster preparedness programs. (Region Vill)

4. Pattern D is suggestive of the notion that community programs are quite adequate
(although Federal efforts are not quite up to par) and self-help might not be (greatly)
needed to augment the local capabilities. (Region Vi)

5. Pattern E says, in effect, that community programs are not altogether adequate, that
Federal activities are, on the whole, better than they generally (nationally) are, and that
self-help types of involvements might well make local programs more adequate. (Region

IV)

6. Pattern F (Region I), in effect, indicates that both community and Federal programs are not
quite what they might be, and that the self-help idea is quite a good one, perhaps to
provide an alternative to government sponsored programs at the local level.

7. Finally, Pattern G (Region IX) yields lower than average ratings on all three indices: both
community programs and Federal programs are less adequate or appropriate than they
seem elsewhere in the country, and self-help efforts might not do a great deal to enhance
the disaster and emergency preparedness capabilities.

These interpretations, of course, must not obscure the major, and repeated, point: self-help
forms of public involvement in community disaster preparedness programs is viewed as a rather
good idea everywhere. At the same time, it can be seen as complementing already rather good
local programs or, alternatively, as a kind of substitute, or augmentation, for programs that are
considered to be good but not really quite adequate.
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There are significant regional differences in rates of reported (previous year’s) volunteering
(Table 29). In Regions VIl and X suggest that aimost one out of every two residents has served
as a volunteer. In Region IV, the rate is lower than that of the highest Region VIil by a factor of
1.68 (46.6 percent compared with 27.8 percent).

Table 29

Previous Year's Volunteering Reports

. Percent
Region Volunteers
Region I 34.7
Region II 36.3
Region III 38.9
Region IV 27.8
Region V 32.4
Region VI 32.4
Region VII 36.6
Region VIII 46.6
Region IX 38.7
Region X 45.6
National average 34.7

Regions IV, V and VI are below the national volunteering average, and Region |, in this inquiry,
yielded a percentage identical to that of the national percentage.

In Table 30 are provided the data in terms of willingness to participate in training and retraining
programs and to become involved, as a volunteer, in more general community disaster
preparedness activities.

With regard to participation in training programs, the percentages fall below the national
average in Regions |, VI, V, IV and lil. They are below the nation’s average in Regions Viii, Vi,
Il and V. But, of course, lest it be forgotten: the "lowest" percentage of expressed willingness to
participate in emergency related training or retraining programs is 73.9 percent (1), an extremely
high value in itself (Region Vi), and similarly, the "lowest' expressed inclination to become
involved in voluntary work connected with disaster preparedness programs is 70.7 percent (!) in
Region VIl (where the propensity to participate in training programs is, at the same time, the
highest one, and where the rating of the self-help concept is exceeded only by respondents from
Region X, and but most marginally so).
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Table 30
Training and Volunteering Willingness

Percentages

Willingness
Regions Training Volunteering
Region I 75.0 78.4
Region II 8l1l.1 72.4
Region III 80.1 79.9
Region IV 79.3 78.2
Region Vv 75.8 72.4
Region VI 87.3 83.9
Region VII 73.9 72.7
Region VIII 91.2 70.7
Region IX 86.4 82.1
Region X 82.5 78.9
National average 80.3 77.0

Region IX is, in terms of the data, of some special interest: the effectiveness indices, including
possible effectiveness of self-help programs, are all below the nation’s (high) averages. But the
prior rate of volunteering and the expressed willingness to participate in training and in voluntary
activities in disaster preparedness at the community level yield percentages above the national
average. Thus even the relatively somewhat lower rating of the prospects of self-help still induces
very high percentages of people willing to volunteer their services and somewhat even more so,
to undergo training or retraining in disaster preparedness measures and programs.

Region V, too, is of some special interest: the effectiveness of both community and Federal
programs is rated above the national average, but self-help, wilingness to participate in training
or in volunteering for community disaster programs is below the nation’s average as is the actual
claimed rate of previous year’s volunteering. But, of course, given the high levels of all relevant
indices, this still means that over 70 percent of the respondents expressed their preparedness to
undergo training and also their inclination to volunteer for emergency management programs in
their communities.

in Region | (New England states), the ratings of community and Federal governmental
programs falls below the nation’s average: but self-help rating, willingness to volunteer for
community disaster preparedness programs, exceed the national means, and "last year’s"
volunteering rate lies just at the national average. There is, at the same time, somewhat less of
an inclination to participate in training or retraining programs relevant to disaster preparedness.

if the Regions are ranked on their average ranking in evaluating effectiveness of community
and Federal programs, and on their average ranking of their assessment of self-help, on
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expressions of willingness to participate in training programs and in voluntary community disaster
preparedness efforts, the correlation coefficient (Spearman Rho) is of the order of .39.

If the rankings on expressed willingness to be involved on a volunteer basis in community
programs (whether training programs or more general volunteering or both) are related, across
the Regions to reported previous year’s volunteering rates, the correlation (Spearman Rho once
again) is of the order of .44.

This means:

The better the community and Federal programs are evaluated, the higher the willingness
to volunteer for disaster related activities. Thus there is an overriding tendency to view
voluntary participation as a way to further strengthen communiity and Federal programs
even though no government money (as the questions postulated to begin with} is involved
to support, or sustain, such voluntary efforts.

The higher the participation in voluntary activities per_se, the higher the inclination to also
volunteer for local disaster preparedness programs. This suggests that "volunteers
volunteer," not a surprising outcome, and in view of the percentages involved, it also
indicates that the potential pool of volunteers for emergency management programs is
quite vast as it includes not only those with prior volunteering experiences but also people
who, at least in the course of the year prior to the study, did not claim to have done any
voluntary work.

Meaningful interpretations of the possible variability among the respective states across the
nation and within the administrative Regions are not really possible: there are simply too few cases
to provide anything resembling reliable estimates once the data are disaggregated by the state
(or Commonwealth) in which the respondents reside.

D. Highlights

1.

2.

There are no differences of significance in the items on which this report is focused (ratings
of community and Federal program effectiveness, ratings of possible self-help activities,
previous year's volunteering, willingness to volunteer for local emergency and disaster
preparedness programs and willingness to participate in training or retraining programs)
by the population size of the counties in which the respondents reside.

Only slightly so, community programs of disaster preparedness rate higher in the two
‘middle" categories of counties, those with 50,000 to 250,000 and 250,000 to 1,000,000
residents, than in the least and most populated ones.

Federal programs, in turn, get somewhat higher ratings as to their effectiveness in the two
most populous counties.
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10.

11.

12.

13.

And much like the effectiveness assessments of community disaster-related efforts, the idea
of self-help programs is rated slightly higher in the two "middle" categories of counties than
in either the most or least populated ones.

in the most and least populated counties, there are somewhat more volunteering claims -
that is, the percentages of respondents who claim to have engaged in voluntary activities
in the course of the previous year are somewhat higher than they are in the two "middie"
size-tiers of counties.

The willingness to participate in training programs is, if again but modestly, higher in the
two categories of counties with the largest populations (250,000 and above), while
willingness to volunteer for disaster preparedness programs more generally is somewhat
higher in the least populous counties (with a population of up to 50,000) than in the
remaining categories of counties.

There is less of a difference among the ten administrative Regions in the evaluations of
Federal programs than in the assessments of local activities. But as is invariably so, the
rating indices for all Regions are lower for Federal than for community programs.

On both indices, Region X yields the highest values while Region | is characterized by the
(relatively) lowest values attached to estimated effectiveness of both community and
rederal programs.

The evaluations of the potential promise of self-help activities at the local level are, in terms
of the regional distribution, quite homogeneous: but again, Region X ends up with the
highest index value (with Regions VI and Il with the next highest indices), while Region I
data produce the lowest (relative) index value.

Regions X and VIl reported the highest percentages of prior year’s voluntary efforts. The
claims derived from data in Region IV are quite significantly lower than are the volunteering
reports from the "high" Regions.

More than 9 out of 10 respondents in Region VIII declared their willingness to participate
in training programs but only 7 out of ten (the lowest percentage across the Regions) were
inclined to volunteer their time and effort for community disaster-related programs more
generally.

In all, the indices (across all variables here considered) exceeds the national averages in
Region X and all values, save for the percentage of those willing to volunteer for local
disaster preparedness activities are above the nation’s "norm" in Regions Il and VIl as well.

By contrast, in Region VII, the only values above the national average are associated with
the effectiveness rating of community programs and with reported voluntary involvements
in the course of the previous year, while in Region V both Federal and local programs are
rated as of somewhat higher-than-average effectiveness, but all remaining indices lie below
the national avarage. This means, overall, that in Regions Vil and V there is sonewhat less
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than average appreciation of the possibilities of self-help, less than average propensity to
participate in training, and less than average tendency to claim willingness to volunteer for
disaster-related programs.

Yet, even at the risk of heavy repetitiousness, it cannot be sufficiently emphasized that all the
indices are consistently of similar orders of magnitude; and all are quite high (save for the rating
of Federal programs which vyields indices slightly below the midpoint of 50). So that findings
indicating an "higher” or “lower” values in these types of comparisons must be understood, and
interpreted, in the context of these rather homogeneous and decidedly high values.
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VIII. SOME POLICY IMPLICATIONS

This study has explored three key dimensions of voluntary action as it bears on disasters and
emergencies. For one, the extent to which people are inclined to consider the idea of community
self-help a worthwhile one. Second, whether they might be willing to undergo training (of otherwise
unspecified nature) to enhance their knowledge and skills to deal with emergency situations.
Third, whether they would be likely to invest their time and effort in voluntary activities in their
community’s emergency management programs.

Some implications of the findings seem altogether clear.

A policy to place considerable reliance on volunteers, beyond those that might be currently
involved, stands a very good chance of being quite successful.

This holds whether or not the Federal Government would provide financial or technical
assistance to municipalities and other relevant jurisdictions (such as counties). In other words,
the decision to seek and use volunteers at the local level would prove altogether effective
regardiess of the role the Federal Government might play. This conclusion is strongly supported
by the invariably high ratings of the "self-help" concept since, in this item, it was made clear to the
respondents that the idea is predicated on non-involvement of Government.

Yet, the possible emergence of self-help groups in any community would need to be somehow
triggered. There is no evidence to indicate that such activities would occur spontaneously though
they may well mushroom and persist in a spontaneous mode once begun. Thus some minimum
involvement of Government, at least in so far as local emergency management officials are
concerned, is a prerequisite should efforts be made to generate some self-help groups. At a
minimum, the impetus toward such organizing would have to come from such officials (at
whatever level of Government) and clearly, some technical assistance would prove necessary, at
least in the way of advice as to what kinds of activities might such self-help groups engage in.
Needless to say, further guidance of any such groups would also be required if only to assure that
their activities do not conflict, or compete, with official emergency management programs.

Now there exists clearly a massive reservoir of people expressing their willingness to be trained
as well as their willingness to serve as volunteers. Even if but a rather small fraction of these
intentions were actualized, any program would stand to face problems of abudance of volunteers
rather than problems of scarcity.

Just about as many people who reported some previous training as those without such prior
training said that they would be willing to participate in training programs. It is not clear from the
data, whether those with prior training (for instance of the first aid variety) meant that they would
want to update and upgrade their knowledge and skills along the lines of the former training, or
whether they would (perhaps) prefer to learn some other, new skills.

But all this has important implications for the design of training programs: one would need a
different approach and program level for those who seek to enhance knowledge and skills they
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already have from a more elementary approach to train those who are, so to say, novices. And
to do so, it would be quite essential (at the appropriate jurisdictional level at which such training
options might be considered and adopted) to first determine the distribution of potential trainees
along these lines: that is, how many are likely to want to upgrade their prior training and how
many would be "beginners."

Even if nation-wide data in this regard were available, and they are not in any case, they would
not be sufficiently focused to provide anything resembling quantitative guidange at the more local
levels of governance. In any event, the strategic issues in the design of training programs revolve
around the decisions what it is that people need to and desire to be trained in and for. And these
decisions, save for the possible generic need of some skills and insights related to war
preparedness measures, cannot but be affected by the specific types of risks which a community
has experienced or might be exposed to in the future. The preparation of relevant training
materials, and even the training of "trainers," of course, can be accomplished in a more
standardized manner and might, to that extent, levy requirements on the Federal Government, the
Federal Emergency Management Agency more specifically, should states, counties or localities
seek to develop and implement training activities for citizens inclined to avail themselves of such
opportunities. Yet, even in this respect the involvement of the Federal Government may not prove
a precondition: it is easily imaginable that organizations such as the American Red Cross could,
and would, be in a position to expand their already rich activities and develop training packages
and train trainers should a significant nation-wide effort be undertaken.

If the data indicate that there would be no difficulties in enticing volunteering on the part of the
public, there are, indeed, some highly applicable cautions. For one, the high expressions of
willingness to volunteers were obtained in the course of direct, in this instance, telephone,
contacts with each respondent. Thus any effort to recruit volunteers, if one were to be made,
would “map" onto the kind of data the study reveals only to the extent to which a personalized

approach were used. A more impersonal way of recruiting, for instance via newspapers, radio or
television, or even by mail, cannot sumed to produce similar results - and what the results

of such recruitment strategies might be cannot be ascertained. Chances are, however, that the
public response would be dramatically less positive than it would be in the more personal mode
of seeking voluntary participation.

Second, it needs to be noted that it would prove much easier to recruit volunteers than to keep
them involved. Furthermore, volunteers who "drop out” because their expectations were not met
are much less prone to be recruited again. Thus much, in this regard, depends on the perceived
worthwhileness of the activities for which volunteers are sought, and on the need for such
activities to be repeatedly, if not continuously, required. This is so unless it is made clear at the
very outset, and as an aspect of recruitment, that the involvement is related to some essentially
"one-shot" or only “brief duration" need.

Third, a generalized willingness to volunteer does not mean actual volunteering when it comes

to a specific type of activity. In other words, for any given program, the pool of potential
volunteers would prove to be substantially smaller than the generic findings indicate - if only

because any specific program would have to be set up on particular days and at particular hours

and, apart from possible lack of interest in that specific volunteering opportunity - though
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remaining a potential volunteer for other activities, not everyone willing to participate is likely to be
actually available on specified days and at specified times.

Now it would be most worthwhile if an inventory were generated of the kinds of activities that
would be most suitable for volunteers to undertake, and to identify the kinds of knowledge and
skills required in the performance of such voluntary work. This, of course, would also help define
some training program requirements. Above all, however, it would help in determining the best
use of potential volunteers and, in turn, in defining more precisely, and at the appropriate
jurisdictional level, the actual pool of likely volunteers.

Yet another aspect of the information puzzle merits attention: many people prefer to volunteer
for the kinds of activities for which their knowledge and skill already have equipped them, or for
activities that are closely related to their existing patterns of know-how; other people, however,
prefer to volunteer for activities that are quite new to them and seek to learn, in the course of
volunteering, something different and new. The distribution of potential volunteers along these
lines, of course, has considerable significance in the way specific volunteers are recruited and,
indeed, "assigned" to various tasks.

In all, however, whatever qualifications and limitations might be suggested, there is no doubt
whatsoever that programs of self-help at the community level, of training people to better cope
with disasters and emergencies on their own and in helping their fellow citizens, of involving
volunteers in disaster and emergency preparedness programs find solid and strong support in the
nation’s body politic. Thus policies, if adopted and implemented, to tap the vast manpower
rescurce throughout the nation are almost certain to prove effective.
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